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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative study was to determine the effect of SchoolWide Behavioral Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS) on students’ academic success,
specifically in reading and math. There is a growing problem with accountability on teachers to
ensure their students’ success. However, one of the many barriers of ensuring this success is the
behavioral aspects of the student. This study took a look at one particular framework, Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), designed to help students overall academic
success to determine if there is a relationship between the framework and student achievement
data (Mississippi Academic Assessment Program) by conducting a Multivariance analysis of
variance, or MANOVA. PBIS is a framework designed to meet the needs of students
behaviorally, to enhance the overall academic success of students. This study took a look at five
schools (both with and without full, school-wide PBIS implementation), 398 third grade
students’ academic success of reading and math Mississippi Academic Assessment Program
(MAAP) scale scores in the southern region of the state. Also, there were previous studies
conducted to demonstrate the success rate of students in terms of discipline, not specifically
targeting students’ academic success. This study found that there is a difference in academic
scores of students who participated in PBIS than those that did not. However, recommendations
for conducting this study in the future will include the researcher to include more regions of the
entire state, conduct study post Covid-19, add additional grade levels, and separate the two
content areas.
Keywords: academic achievement, applied behavior analysis, behaviorism, discipline,
PBIS, SWPBIS
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
The purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative study was to determine if there is a
difference in students’ academic achievement in schools that implement School-Wide Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports (SW-PBIS) and schools that did not. Chapter One
provides a background for the topics of student behavior. Included in the background is an
overview of the Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support (PBIS) framework. Also included
is the historical overview, as well as the theoretical framework for this particular study. The
problem statement examines student behavior and academic achievement and the lack of
literature used to find the differences between them. The purpose of the study is followed by the
significance of the study follows the purpose of this study. Finally, the research questions are
introduced, and definitions are provided.
Background
According to Bradshaw et al. (2021), schools have been implementing a framework that
allows them to use practices which promote positive student behavior through the improvement
of school climate to build a system of support to reduce discipline problems. In a school
building, this is an environment in which all faculty and staff, along with students, bus drivers,
cafeteria workers, and anyone who comes into contact with students, are working cohesively
concerning the behavioral expectations of students throughout the entire school day. This
includes providing positive words or images throughout the entire building including in the
auditorium, cafeteria, restrooms (inside and out), classrooms (inside and out), and throughout the
hallways. Schools designed with this type of environment gives the impression that there is a
positive environment for the students it serves. A design such as the one explained is more about
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enhancing the environment of the overall school meeting the students’ needs it serves. SchoolWide Positive Behavior Interventions and Support (SW-PBIS) is a program seeking to manage
student behavior by creating a school-wide plan that communicates positive behavior
expectations and provides students with incentives to meet those expectations (Reno et al.,
2017).
Everyone wants to be able to walk into a school and feel the positivity throughout a
school. Nevertheless, the next thought is then about the academic success of the students. The
relationship appears inevitable to go hand-in-hand. The assumption made is that if students are
well-behaved, then their academic success is greater. Noltemeyer et. al. (2019) discussed how
SW-PBIS is a proactive framework where the result of positive behavior leads to data that helps
administrators make informed decisions. This study examined the relationship between the PBIS
framework and students’ academic success.
The framework of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) came about
from examining applied behavior to represent a change from disciplinary strategies toward a
more proactive approach to positive student behavior (Houchens et al., 2017). This study
examined whether SW-PBIS had an impact on a student’s academic achievement.
Historical Overview
Since the beginning of education, many educational systems were designed to have
negative consequences for students. Many systems in most schools are designed to react to
discipline rather than prevent those behavioral problems (Tidwell, Flannery, & Lewis-Palmer,
2003). The practice of Positive Behavior Support (PBS) was based upon the behavior theory and
foundations of applied behavior analysis specifically. George (2018) explained PBS as a focus
on altering challenging behavior by influencing the surroundings in which the behavior appears.
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George (2018) defined the term positive behavioral and interventions and supports (PBIS) as an
introduction in the 1997 amendments of IDEA and has come to mention to the claim that PBS
approaches in school situations, and especially, in relation to school-wide application often
referred to as school-wide PBIS (SW-PBIS). The SW-PBIS was rooted in the applied behavior
due to the focus being put on individual’s behavior and their behavior in specific environment
(Sugai & Horner, 2006). Thorton (2018) defined PBS as a three-tiered system method that
proactively aims at behavior concerns by teaching positive expectations and includes strategic
assistance for students with more critical behavior matters. George (2018) explained the focus of
PBS is on changing problematic behavior by manipulating settings in which behavior occurs.
According to Sugai & Horner (2002) there are two aspect utilized in applied behavior analysis:
functional behavioral assessment and behavior intervention plans. PBS has an integration of
behavioral science. This is due to the aspects of human behavior that is learned and if put in the
right conditions and environment, it can be changed (Sugai et al., 2000). The strength of
understanding this type of science is the results of a functional behavior because of the
understanding of the problem behavior (Sugai et al., 2000). The foundation of SW-PBIS is in the
application of features of the whole school context to prevent, as well as change patterns of
problem behaviors (Sugai & Horner, 2006).
Before the 1990s, researchers originally began the idea of PBIS as a behavioral support to
students with disabilities to help them avoid harming themselves and others in the 1980s. PBIS
was designed to improve student outcomes for students with or at-risk of disabilities, enhance the
school environment, and improve learning conditions for all students (The Center on PBIS,
2021). The PBIS framework was originally created by George Sugai & Robert Horner at the
University of Oregon. The beginning of PBIS came about during the late 1990s. (Reno et. al.,
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2017). PBIS in schools was initially addressed in the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997 for behavioral practices to help students whose
behavior hinders other students from being successful in the classroom (Keller-Bell & Short,
2019). PBIS combines different entities, including behavioral science, practical interventions,
and social values (Tidwell, Flannery, & Lewis-Palmer, 2003). The behavioral framework does
not just focus on students who have a disability; however, it is targeted to help most of the
student population. PBIS is a proactive approach made to teach all students appropriate
responses to all students for them to know what is expected and how to succeed, to receive
encouragement for their use of social skills (Tidwell, Flannery, & Lewis-Palmer, 2003). The
basic principles of applied behavior theory were the formula for analyzing individuals’ behaviors
and their environment.
Society-at-Large
The framework’s purpose is highlighting imperative behaviors that result in students'
success both mentally, physically, emotionally, socially, and academically. Many schools are
faced with discipline issues regularly. Santos et al. (2020) described students’ misbehaviors as
being any behavior that a student exhibits that go against the rules and regulations set about the
expectations of their behavior. These behaviors may include talking out of turn, making
unnecessary noises, being noncompliance, being off task, not participating in the classroom
lesson, and verbal abuse to student or staff member (Santos et al., 2020). This issue is not one
that only occurs at certain schools but is a problem that is nationwide (Hannigan & Hannigan,
2019). All schools have a certain expectation of how they think students should act before the
school term began. However, it is not a guarantee that what administrators and teachers think
should happen, in terms of behavior, will happen. Schools in the entire nation have an issue with
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transitioning to a more non-threatening environment that speaks of more positivity. Alshehri
(2021) explained how PBIS encourages a positive impact not only on students in educational
realm, but also in society. Hannigan & Hannigan (2019) discussed nationwide reports done
throughout the United States that show the need for implementing alternative behavioral
methods. This article further explained how the increase suspensions and detentions are not
effective strategies for making that shift (Hannigan & Hannigan, 2019).
Due to the increase of behavior problems in schools, some students do not feel that they
are in a safe learning environment. One article stated that half of the school-age students report
feeling unsafe while attending school (Tidwell, Flannery, & Lewis-Palmer, 2003). This
demonstrates how imperative a framework that helps focus on the culture and environment of
students plays a significant role in the success of students, both behaviorally and academically.
Schools are faced with difficult, challenging behaviors as a student goes through their
educational journey. This holds especially true for those students on the elementary level.
Buckley (2009) supported the idea of monitoring elementary students’ behavior by stating that
students who exhibit behavioral problems from kindergarten to third grade are more likely to
exhibit those behaviors in upper elementary and well into their middle school years. In addition,
the schools are being asked the daunting task of ensuring students are more well-rounded
individuals in society. Not only are the school staff responsible for the academic environment of
the students, they too must ensure that the students they service feel safe in their learning
environment. There are many issues that attack students within society that move into the school
environment, such as technology advancements, cyberbullying, and economic crisis, just to name
a few, that add to the teachers’ daunting task of ensuring a safe, learning environment for
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academic success. Students should then be viewed from a wholistic standpoint, instead of just
one component of their educational endeavors.
The issue of providing a safe environment for students not only affects the school
building, but the community within that location. When students do not feel one of their basic
needs being fulfilled, it is difficult to obtain the academic content from those individuals. This
may begin to not only cause disturbance in the school environment, but flow into the community
as well.
Theoretical Framework
This section discusses the theoretical framework of PBIS. The beginning of this
framework began based on behaviorism. Altus, Morris, & Smith (2020) explained that applied
behavior analysis (ABA) surfaced during the late 1950s through B.F. Skinner. They began with
nonhuman experiments and slowly transitioned into research working with humans. With the
foundation of applied behavior analysis theory, the PBIS framework emerged. Furman & Lepper
(2018) defined applied behavior analysis as being able to analyze and modify human behavior.
Gudmundsson (2018) detailed how Skinner explains how the environment and a part of
behavior, which is labeled as stimulus and response, are related.
Furman and Lepper (2018) stated that applied behavior analysis is the science in which
strategies originated from the principles of behavior are applied to enhance socially substantial
behavior and investigation is used to identify the variables responsible for the progression in
behavior. This explanation detailed the connection of utilizing the applied behavior analysis
theory to that of the PBIS framework. Hayward et al. (2018) explained how applied behavioral
analysis general principles is to predict and control behavior rather than observing behavior and
drawing inferences.
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Runyon et al. (2018) discussed how most school psychologists suggest the application of
examining a school-wide based program such as PBIS combined with that of learning and
behavioral theories, which are the foundations of which applied behavior analysis is built upon.
Horner et al. (2017) explained how the design of the PBIS approach one in which is the
reduction of problem behaviors in schools take place, with the increase of appropriate social and
academic outcomes for students. This is a correlation between the PBIS approach and the basis
for utilizing the applied behavioral analysis.
Problem Statement
The issue of misbehavior has been addressed over the years and many theories and
frameworks have come about to try to combat it. Fite et al. (2017) explained how unruly
behaviors compound and advance over time, which may put students at a higher risk for more
disciplinary actions. These disciplinary actions in the school environment could cause more
severe actions and can hinder the development of positive outcomes in the school setting. This
may cause a significant impact on student learning for an individual, as well as an entire
educational situation. The framework of PBIS is designed to eliminate the misbehavior of
students, yet the literature does not give specifics to support the academic results of these
students.
There are many studies conducted previously to show how effective PBIS is in the school
environment, yet there is not too much literature on the actual impact it has on student learning.
For example, Pas et. al. (2019) conducted a study that was not able to determine if there is a
relationship between PBIS and academic achievement for more than one year.
PBIS is a positive, proactive program geared to offer a practical approach to improving
students' behavior and the overall school climate to produce a positive academic outcome (Pas et
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al., 2019). This program was designed to focus on student behavior, which should have a
positive impact on the academic success of these students. The literature states PBIS is a
framework designed to improve student behavior and climate, which are the two factors related
to determine students’ academic achievement positively (Gagnon et al., 2020). Therefore, there
should be a correlation between the framework approach and having positive academic student
results. The literature further stated the fidelity effects only occurred over two academic years,
yet future studies could consider the fidelity effect over a longer period to determine outcome
results (James et al., 2019).
The problem is more research is needed to determine if there is a difference between
academic success of students who participate in PBIS and those who do not over a longitudinal
period of at least three years consecutively.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative research design study was to
determine if there are differences between state assessment scores in reading and math of thirdgrade students who participate in a Schoolwide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports
(SW-PBIS) framework and those scores of students that do not participate in a SW-PBIS from
the school term 2018-19.
One independent variable was the school discipline approach: use of SW-PBIS or not.
(There were three schools that used SW-PBIS and two that did not.) The dependent variables are
the achievement scores on the Mississippi Academic Assessment Program (MAAP) reading and
mathematics. The Literacy-Based Promotion Act (LBPA) is the state’s Reading assessment
given to all third graders attending public school, as decided by the legislature, to determine if
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students will be promoted to the fourth grade based upon their proficiency in reading skills. It is
a part of the MAAP assessment; however, its target is specifically on third-grade students.
This quantitative, causal-comparative study examined the relationship between the PBIS
framework and students’ academic success. The population for this study were third graders that
took both the reading and mathematics MAAP assessment. In addition, the samples chosen were
three schools that participated in PBIS and two schools that did not during the 2018-2019 school
term. The participants were already assigned specific classes; therefore, there were no random
sampling taking place. The number of participants were the total number of third graders each
school has.
Significance of the Study
The significance of the study was conducted to expand evidence on the relationship
between PBIS and academic achievement over time to those who have studied this framework
previously. This study will demonstrate if there was a relationship between PBIS and academic
success over a school year, specifically in the content areas of reading and math. Many studies
previously were conducted to show a correlation between PBIS data and discipline results. For
example, results in one study indicated “on average, between 2015-2016 and 2016-2017, schools
increased their tiered fidelity inventory (TFI) Tier I scores by about 14.67 points, reported about
4.05 fewer suspensions per 100 students, and scored about 2.34 higher on the performance
index” (James et al., 2019). Additional studies indicated similarities of positive results. McIntosh
& Lane (2019) reported positive results from the implementation of the SWPBIS in their TFI
scores. This too was more about the PBIS implementation with fidelity than the academic
success of students with this implementation. Many articles have been published on PBIS;
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however, there is a lack of evidence on the impact the framework has on the academic success of
the students.
To demonstrate the significance of this study, the area of behavior must be addressed.
Sugai & Horner (2020) explained how since the 1970s through today, there has been a
continuous development of establishing order and safety in schools in a more positive manner,
rather than handling discipline as a reactive method to problem behaviors such as corporal
punishment. Many schools are deemed unsafe for discipline that takes place in the building.
Harper (2020) explained how the government has stepped in with new laws to help schools and
districts track discipline and report these findings to the community. This type of accountability
causes schools to look at what is deemed safe in their learning environment. With the increase in
attention to students’ behavior, some programs have been created to decrease student
misbehaviors and focus on implementing positive practices to help schools and scholars both be
successful.
This study has further explored the need for more than one school to be analyzed.
Kittleman et al. (2019) identified a limitation in their particular PBIS study as not having enough
schools involved in the data. Reno et. al. (2017) conducted a similar study to show the
relationship between Tier II students and the subjects of reading and mathematics. However, this
study will continue to show the relationship between reading and mathematics scale scores of
overall third-grade populations of participants in schools that participate in SWPBIS and those
that do not, just identifying a certain number of participants.
Even though there have been some studies conducted to show this correlation, there has
yet to be a study to determine if this correlation with the academic success of the students that
participate in this program versus those that do not. Various literature studies (James et. al.,

23
2019, Reno et. al., 2017, Kittleman et. al., 2019) provided evidence that this theory is sustainable
over some time but does not show how it is sustained throughout an entire school term, which is
where this study differs. This study will enhance what studies have already been conducted and
show the SW-PBIS framework (specifically Tier I, which includes all students in the building)
and its overall effectiveness in academic achievement.
Research Question
RQ1: Is there a difference among third-grade students who participated in PBIS and
those who did not in reading and math achievement scores?
Definitions
1. Individuals with Disabilities Education Act - (IDEA) provides federal funding to
states to assist with the provision of a free appropriate public education to qualified
students with disabilities (Ennis et al., 2017).
2. Literacy-Based Promotion Act- (LBPA) Mississippi Senate Bill 2347, the LiteracyBased Promotion Act, was signed into law with the goal of having every student
read at or above grade level by grade 3 (Folsom et al., 2017).
3. Mississippi Academic Assessment Program - (MAAP) is designed to measure
student achievement in English Language Arts (ELA), Mathematics, Science, and
US History (Mississippi Department of Education, 2021).
4. Multi-Tiered System of Supports - (MTSS) is a framework through which educators
provide strong core instruction, identify early signs of academic and behavioral risk
through screening, provide scientifically-based interventions of increasing intensity
in response to student needs and monitor students’ progress (Barrett & Newman,
2018).
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5. Positive Behavior Intervention Supports – (PBIS) is a school-based, multi-tiered
prevention framework that integrates data to inform decisions about practices and
systems needed in the school to promote positive student behavior (Pas et al., 2019).
6. Positive Behavior Supports - is designed to be preventive and proactive by creating
schoolwide intervention priorities through collaborative, data-based decision-making
(Safran, 2006).
7. Schoolwide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports - (SWPBIS) is a wholeschool approach to preventing problem behavior and providing increasingly
intensive supports based on students’ needs (Bohanon et al., 2018).
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview
The purpose of this literature review is to present the essential elements of the student
behavior, Positive Behavioral Intervention Supports (PBIS) school-wide practices, and its impact
on student achievement. Pas et al. (2019) defined Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports
(PBIS) as a school-based, multi-tiered prevention framework that integrates data to inform
decisions about practices and systems needed in the school to promote positive student behavior.
The chapter opens with the theoretical framework. This particular framework was grounded in B.
F. Skinner’s behaviorism theory; however, there are additional theoretical frameworks
mentioned that have made contributions to the field of PBIS. A review of the history of behavior
and how it impacted the educational vicinity was presented. The literature for the conceptual
framework of PBIS is also presented. A thorough review of the recent literature pertinent to
PBIS practices and their impact are also included. These practices include school-wide
expectations, organizational systems, and leadership. Lastly, literature about PBIS practices that
correlate to student achievement are addressed, additionally in the content areas of reading and
mathematics. The chapter ends with a summary of the gap in the literature, and the significant
need for this study to be conducted.
Theoretical Framework
This portion of the paper explains the background information needed to understand the
Positive Behavioral Intervention and Support framework. It has further explained the
behaviorism theory, in addition to, the relevance of applied behavioral analysis of B. F. Skinner
to the use of this development to the PBIS framework. This PBIS framework was examined from
the viewpoint of behaviorism and how this can be implemented in today’s school setting
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concerning behavior. This portion described the history of student behavior characteristics
throughout many centuries to the present day.
Skinner’s Behaviorism Theory
Many theories are relevant to the discussion of student behavior. The idea of how
students behave goes back to the beginning of education. A review of literature on behaviorism
mainly goes back to the notion of Burrhus Frederic Skinner’s (B. F. Skinner) behaviorism
theory. He is one of the most famous behavior psychologists known to date. Staddon (2017)
explained how Skinner’s beliefs of the method to present small rewards (reinforcements) to gain
the desired response. Staddon (2017) went on to describe how Skinner recognized that
individuals have a reflex-like behavior that allows them to have a respondent behavior to the
reinforcement provided. B. F. Skinner defined theory, according to Vargas (2017), as organizing
facts about particular human behaviors. Moore (2011) detailed how Skinner defined behavior as
the name for the part of the functioning of an organism that consists of its interacting or having
commerce with its surrounding environmental circumstance (p.456). Therefore, to understand
the behavioral theorist, there had to be an understanding of what their belief and definitions are
to help define specific terminology. Alam & Suhendra (2019) defined behavioral learning theory
as a theory that demonstrates a change in student behavior on the basis of a stimulus and
response. This understanding discussed how the PBIS framework was designed to gain a certain
behavior based upon positive reinforcement, rather than that of negative reinforcement, or
punishment. Students respond positively when there is a positive stimulus or reward.
Skinner’s Theory on Environment
Schlinger (2021) discussed Skinner’s beliefs as the role of the environment as a person’s
surroundings or settings in which a behavior happens rather than viewing it as a scientific
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approach that investigated how those variables change a person’s behavior. This literature
demonstrated how the implementation of a school-wide initiative should have a positive impact
on the behavior of students. Carriere et al. (2020) explained that a school-wide initiative focus
should be on the school climate to include safety, relationships, teaching and learning, and the
environment. Sugai & Horner (2020) explained how during the 1970s and 80s, there were
concerns of aversive procedures practices of behavioral analysis that resulted in the integration
of applied behavior support. Mamta et al. (2020) explained how applied behavior analysis
method can bring positive results while dealing with behavioral concerns. The positive behavior
support (PBS) emerged from the utilization of applied behavior analysis. Fryling et al. (2020)
detailed how the operant conditioning concept directly initiated the development of applied
behavior analysis, although both the respondent and operant conditioning informed behavior
therapy relate to one another. Fisher et al. (2021) explained how behavior analysis began as a
school or subfield within the discipline of psychology.
Emergence of PBIS
Keller-Bell & Short (2019) explained emergence of PBS extended into PBIS after the
reauthorization of the 1997 IDEA. Eiraldi et al. (2019) explained how PBIS is intended to
address children’s behavioral effectiveness and use data collection to detect and deploy
specialized interventions and evaluate their effectiveness. In the 90s, effective procedures were
looked at to be replaced the use of corporal punishment within the schools. Sugai & Horner
(2020) continued to state that in the 2010s, PBIS was extended to integrate safety and mental
health.
This thought process correlates with the PBIS notion of creating a system in the school
that promotes positive behavior. Moxley (2001) examined Skinner’s claim that there is an
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important relationship between a stimulus and the response: the reaction is just as important as
the behavior itself. Clayton (2008) described how modern behaviorists use Skinner’s operant
conditioning by the use of reward and reinforcement behavior. He went on to discuss how
Skinner did not like to use punishment because the effects were too discouraging (Clayton,
2008). George (2018) explained the term PBIS was introduced in 1997 as an amendment of
IDEA. Bastable et al. (2021) described PBIS core practices include defining and teaching
positive behavior expectations, being able to provide adequate feedback, establishing
instructional responses for problem behavior and establishing effective procedures. In 2011, the
government asked school leaders to reexamine their discipline strategies to combat habits to
ensure fairness and equity for all students (Parson, 2017). These examples began to demonstrate
an understanding to how Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) impacts students’
behavior and their response to implementing those strategies for their success.
Related Literature
This section of the paper specifically discusses what the literature stated about PBIS. It
further explained what various researchers have studied concerning the subject of behavior. This
section additionally includes demonstrating how PBIS was defined, its origin and development,
and its practices. The literature includes the connection of PBIS to student achievement data,
specifically in the areas of reading and math.
Behavior
The basis of Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports (PBIS) is the notion that
students’ display the expected behavior within the school environment. Behavior in schools is a
component that educators have had to deal with over many years. This section took a look at the
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history of behavior and the problems in schools that arise that provide reasoning for wanted to
find and implement a new course of action plan.
History of Behavior
Students having poor behavior problems has been around for centuries, even if it has not
been as knowledgably widespread as it is today. According to Fite et al. (2017), behavioral
problems are considered to be classroom rule violations among elementary school-age children.
This issue has gone back beyond years that are incomprehensible to many students today. Hart &
Lordon (1978) described the first public schoolhouse being opened in the New England area
(1635) were based upon the Puritan religion. In this particular environment good behavior was
obtained based upon the church standards of those in high positions and inappropriate behavior
was allocated with by immediate punishment. Hart & Lordon (1978) continued to explain how
the Puritan schoolhouse was where no one questioned the authority figure and schoolhouse
leaders must use whatever method to ensure obedience. Kafka (2011) explained how
postcolonial America vision of school discipline came in three different perspectives:
traditionalists believed that punishment can change behavior in a positive way, another group
thought this was too authoritative and wanted to create systems of control so that teachers were
more of managers than disciplinarians, and finally one group wanted to reject both views and
believed in the request of reason and ethics. This demonstrated how behavior was perceived at
the end of the eighteenth century.
Kafka (2011) continued to discuss at the beginning of the nineteenth century Horace
Mann wanted students to learn through order; however, that order comes from respect for the
teacher and not from fear. Adjapong (2019) told how Horace Mann is considered to be the
“father of public schools” and wanted to instill common values, including traditional English
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beliefs of family, church, community, and apprenticeship among the students. This demonstrated
how the school system was created to have a universal approach to cultural beliefs and practices.
This showed how SW-PBIS is still following the basic principles presented by Horace Mann.
During this time, most reformers believed that women should start being teachers. The reasoning
behind this was due to woman not focusing on discipline of behavior, but rather the emotional
side to the children and not prone to bring about bodily injury to the students.
As the student behavior evolvement moves into the twentieth century, discipline was at
the center because reformers wanted to begin to look at the social-emotional needs of the
students. Kafka (2011) continued to explain after World War II, discipline must be necessary to
help students in the workforce due to the rise of the industrial evolution to teach self-control,
respect, and responsibility. John Dewey began to take a self-governance approach to discipline
as a rationale for believing that students may be attentive after punishment but still not able to
control their behavior. Rury & Rice (2017) described how Dewey believed students should
develop self-discipline by being self-disciplined. They continued to describe how Dewey
believed that students learn by doing. This is a component of PBIS, which demonstrates the
importance of implementing SW-PBIS expectations that are students are expected to learn and
carry out. Harper (2020) stated that school discipline reform is still necessary because the
discipline policy is still evolving. As time continues to go, the evolvement of how students will
be disciplined will evolve as well to match what society looks like at that particular time. Rury &
Rice (2017) described how John Dewey believed at the essence of discipline is positivity.
Corporal punishment is a topic that has to be brought into the light when researching
about behavior. This is an act that has taken place over a span of decades, which also caused
much debate and deliberation over the years, even getting the U. S. Supreme Court involved

31
during the 1970s. Maiti (2021) explained how corporal punishment was utilized to instill good
values in a child, yet the results were more counterproductive. Smith (2018) described that
experts who study corporal punishment state that it causes students to fear school and teaches
that violence is acceptable.
During the turn of the twenty-first century, there was an adoption of the zero-tolerance
policy. This was a method utilized to take the place of corporal punishment. Amemiya et al.
(2020) explained how as a result of the zero-tolerance policy many schools received disciplinary
actions, such as stepping outside of dress code as a minor infraction with significant
consequences. This extreme measure caused leaders to take a look at approaches that keep
students in the classroom and not out the school for suspensions. Due to this new outlook, school
and district leaders look for other ways to getting students to behave with the expectations set
before them. This helped to develop a more positive methodology into decreasing student
misconducts.
Reasons for PBIS
Behavioral problems that appear in schools is an issue that has been around for many,
many years. Amemiya et al. (2020) stated across all stages of education, teachers were asked to
guarantee student behavior does not interrupt instructional time. Schools are challenged with a
number of tasks related to disruptive and social-emotional students. Schools are seeing an
increase in the number of programs being obtained to ensure the school environment is one of
safety (Tidwell, Flannery, & Lewis-Palmer, 2003). Joseph et al. (2021) explained how in
response to the nationwide increase in school suspension and discipline practices federal and
state agencies support initiatives for the use of a comprehension, multi-tiered schoolwide
intervention, including SW-PBIS. There were some extreme measurements taken to narrow the
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gap in behavior with the implementation of hard punishments for any wrongdoing. Safran (2006)
stated in the not-so-distant past, many schools adopted a zero-tolerance policy. This did not work
in many instances. Safran (2006) went on to state that unfortunately, the number of infractions
that occurred only became increased and did not help the overall environment for the students or
staff. Therefore, other frameworks were developed to make students feel safer at school.
The behavior problems stem from a variety of sources that influence students from
elementary through high school, and maybe even beyond higher education. Osher et al. (2010)
explained that schools normally respond to disruptive students by utilizing external
consequences and punishments such as corporal punishment and some type of discipline referral
resulting in students being suspended or expelled. These disruptive behaviors include any
behavior that interferes with learning or interferes with the teacher’s time to stay on task. Fite et
al. (2017) discussed how students who have behavioral problems in elementary school are at a
higher risk for having more profound consequences later in their educational journey. Research
explained how there is a direct correlation with the number of jails being built to the number of
behavioral individuals in schools. Curran (2017) stated the evidence suggest external disciplinary
actions are projecting of the host of negative outcomes such as low academic performance,
failure to get a high school diploma and are at a greater risk of being engaged in the criminal
system.
Parsons (2017) explained how suspended students are less likely to be invested in school
rules and regulations and how the less motivated to be academically successful they are;
however, more likely to become law-breaking citizens. Amemiya et al. (2020) discussed how
school suspensions predict worst life outcomes, including criminal involvement. Therefore, it is
crucial to begin implementing a preventive intervention program so students will not have such a
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long-term behavioral effect. Garbacz et al. (2020) stated one of the most urgent concerns facing
the schools and society as a whole is the emotional and behavior concerns of those in early
adolescence. Most school learned to be reactive, rather than proactive. Harper (2020) detailed
how the implementation of Every Student Succeeds Act requires schools to publish their report
card on discipline for the public, which causes many administrators and schools to not keep
proper record keeping ensuring their school is not deemed unsafe.
What is PBIS?
This section of the related literature focuses on how PBIS has been defined by numerous
authors. It also defines SWPBIS, which is one of the main components of this paper. It takes a
look at its development and evolvement over the years to include the components of the PBIS
framework. This section will also define student behaviors from various sources to help
understand the purpose of the establishment of PBIS.
Definition
Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports (PBIS) was established in the early 1980s.
Keller-Bell & Short (2019) defined PBIS as a proactive-adapted approach for establishing
evidence-based behavioral approaches within a tiered continuum to assist in the academic and
behavioral performance of all students. Johnson et al. (2020) defined PBIS as a noncurricular,
multitiered prevention framework that has an extensively circulated as an approach for
improving the climate of the school in addition to preventing distracting behavior problems.
Bradshaw et al. (2021) defined PBIS as a multi-tiered prevention framework whose goals are to
create systems and structures to provide the implementation of research-based practices and
influence data to make inform decisions about the use of numerous practices, with the goal of
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encouraging positive behavior through enhanced school climate and a decrease in discipline
issues.
This paper specifically looked at the universal approach to PBIS from a school-wide
initiative. George et al. (2018) defined Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supports (SW-PPBIS) as a prevention structure for providing a continuum of supports that
incorporates procedures, data, and practices crucial to achieving preferred schoolwide and
student outcomes. Parsons (2017) described SW-PBIS as a data-driven decision-making that
target measurable outcomes and employs evidence-based practices and supporting practices
implemented across tiers. Garbacz et al. (2020) defined SW-PBIS as a system-level framework
that provides a range of evidence-based support to promote student overall well-being in the
school environment. Gray (2021) explained that through PBIS there are widespread expectations
are established and applied throughout the school environment through a series of rewards for
obeying the desired behavior and increase the number of interventions given to those that are
rebellious. As to date, there have many an increasing number of schools that have chosen to use
this unique framework to meet the needs of all their students. Garbacz et al. (2020) stated SWPBIS is implemented in over 25,000 schools.
One of the supports of PBS mentioned when researching behavior is the ecological
system theory. Garbacz et al. (2020) explained this particular theory describes what students go
through during development that occurs in several elements over a period of time. This occurred
both home and school settings to help understand their proximal development natural balance.
Osher et al. (2010) described an ecological approach as a way of giving power to the students in
order to improve the discipline of the school in segmented sessions. This meant that students
were allowed to decide of the rules and expectations for classroom management to be created
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and maintained to keep classroom order. This allowed the students the opportunity to maintain
cooperation and actions of the discipline in the classroom.
Student Behaviors
Students’ behavior can be put into various categories. When looking at what constitutes
as a behavior, this is to be determined by the school and the level of need for a particular
behavior. This is one reason that PBIS does not offer a cookie-cutter framework for all
behaviors. Leblanc et al. (2007) explained how a teacher’s perception of behavior have an impact
on what is constituted as misbehavior. The researchers went on to explain how not only the
teacher’s perception is diverse, but the perceptions of teachers within a school building are
diverse, in addition to, the difference cultural environments between schools. Leblanc et al.
(2007) further explained teachers that are less experienced and less educated tend to have more
reports on behavioral problems than other educators.
The Center on PBIS (2021) stated poor behavior is any behavior that is considered to be
an undesirable task. Netzel & Eber (2003) characterized behavior into two categories: classroommanagement misbehaviors (minor disruptions, not being prepared for class, etc.) and officemanaged misbehaviors (physical aggression, damage to property, etc.). Leblanc et al. (2007)
defined students’ misbehaviors to include physical contact, verbal conflicts, cheating on test,
bullying, and use of profanity. It did not state which was categorized to be considered a
classroom-managed behavior, or an office-managed behavior. They were all labeled as
misbehaviors. Kaat et al. (2019) defined misbehaviors as aggression, noncompliance, and temper
tantrums. The initial reaction to discipline was to increase the amount done to toughen up or
apply zero-tolerance, apply exclusionary placements, to prevent future discipline problems
(Sugai & Horner, 2002). Osher et al. (2010) described discipline issues that range from
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horseplay, defiance of authority, refusal, disruptiveness, and rule breaking as low-level
aggression.
However, this natural response gave a quick fix to the behavior, yet it does not sustain
over a period of time and an individual is most likely to return with more frequent misbehaviors
and become more robust. Failure to deal with minor discipline issues contributed to larger, more
individualized outcomes. With the knowledge of theories, schools and districts seek effective
methods to dealing with student behaviors from a positive perspective.
Development of PBIS
The Center for PBIS (2021) stated during the 1980s there was a need to help identify
interventions for special education students who were more prone to behavioral disorders. The
researchers began to notice that there was nothing in place to emphasize any preventive
strategies. PBIS was developed to begin the process of replacing and eliminating corporal
punishment and find a system that would allow schools and classrooms to have a safer and more
effective environment for students to be successful (Sugai & Horner, 2020). PBIS started as
Effective Behavior Supports (EBS) with George Sugai and Rob Horner. They investigated what
evidence-based strategies could be put into place to help these students’ behavior reduce, and
their outcomes become more positive. The Center for PBIS (2021) explained that during the
reauthorization of Individuals with Disabilities Act of 1997, a grant was established to help
create a center for providing preventive strategies to assist with student behavior. This was based
upon the previous work done by the Sugai and his team at the University of Oregon during the
1980s. The Center for PBIS (2021) has continued to assist in shaping the positive behaviors of
students in all populations for more than 14 years of service.
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The three-tier prevention model was designed to follow the public health approach. There
are three different strategy organizations: primary (school-wide/universal), secondary
(targeted/selective), and tertiary (individual/indicated) levels of support (Bradshaw et al., 2008).
This framework ensured all adults have the same behavior expectations throughout the
educational setting. This framework ensured that if all staff members in all school settings
actively teach and consistently reinforce appropriate behavior, the number of students with
serious behavior problems will be minimized, and the overall school environment will enhance
(Irvin et al., 2004). Harper (2020) explained how the school’s environment will impact how the
discipline system falls on the schools and students.
PBIS Framework
The literature review examined how the framework of PBIS has its unique take on what
can be done as an intervention mechanism to help students succeed. Kimball et al. (2017)
explained PBIS is an evidence-based framework that can be SW-PBIS (during the school day) or
facility-wide based. This is where PBIS extends to help provide students with continuous support
beyond the school day. Fallon & Mueller (2017) described PBIS as an approach drawn from the
fields of applied behavior analysis, education, and psychology. It also discussed how
behaviorism is utilized to incorporate strategies for better behavior of students. Cressey (2019)
stated PBIS is designed to provide tools for creating effective schoolwide systems that change
the behavior of students in a positive manner. Keller-Bell & Short (2019) defined PBIS as a
framework for school systems to utilize for behavioral expectations for both children with and
without disabilities. George (2018) explained teaching, promoting, and reinforcing a variety of
prosocial and self-enhancing behaviors for PBIS. This information was pertinent in ensuring
effectiveness through a school-wide environment. Since PBIS was designed to be based on
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behavioral, social learning, and organizational behavioral principles (Pas et al., 2019), it was
easy to notice that this concept focuses on the behavior of students in a positive manner. This
conceptual framework is built based on examining student behavior.
Kervick et al. (2020) stated SW-PBIS is the dominant school-based system for
promoting social and emotional learning and behavior nationwide (p. 158). Keller-Bell & Short
(2019) emphasized how PBIS is used as a preventive strategy for a student who impedes their
learning or the learning of others. Keller-Bell & Short (2019) continued to discuss the primary
functions of the framework is consisted of rituals and routines taught to all students and reinforce
by school staff to be proactive of the disruptive behavior incidents. Another preventive strategy
for PBIS is proactive outreach. Garbacz et al. (2020) defined this as reaching out to families
before any significant concerns about a student’s behavior arise. The PBIS framework
demonstrated the notion to ensure that strategies are being put in place to better the behavior of
students and provide them with a preventive measure for decreasing student misbehaviors and
increasing their positive the overall success of the students and climate.
PBIS has various levels to help target those students with and without behavior problems.
Mamta et al. (2020) stated the three-tier model was designed to help students as individuals to
develop good social skills through a preventive method. In the PBIS framework, there are three
tiers, or levels, students may be associated with. However, the framework was developed to get
majority of the student population to stay in the first tier, which contains the largest student
population numbers with the least amount of additional supported needed to maintain positive
behavior. Tier I interventions are the universal intervention tier where the expectation is to
positively influence the behavior of about 80% of the overall student population (Tidwell,
Flannery, & Lewis-Palmer, 2003). This is the tier that was focused on in this study. There are
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three different strategy organizations: primary (school-wide/universal), secondary
(targeted/selective), and tertiary (individual/indicated) levels of support (Bradshaw et al., 2008).
Tier I level focus is on the entire student population and involves all students in the school
setting. Horner & Macaya (2018) stated the goal of Tier I is to provide a preventive basis in a
positive environment for the entire schoolwide system. Thorton (2018) explained the first tier
concentrates on school wide behaviors expectations that are taught explicitly to prevent future
behavior problems. Tier II level begans to target specific students, or behaviors, that provide
additional support for those individuals. Horner & Macaya (2018) further discussed Tier II as the
next level of additional support for those students who need it. Thorton (2018) explained the
second tier is intended for students who are unresponsive to the proactive strategies. Tier III level
is for those students who may need intensive interventions and more one-on-one prevention
assistance. Finally, Horner & Macaya (2018) described Tier III as the smallest, yet most
intensive, level of support for behavioral students. Thorton (2018) recognized that students have
not responded to the first two tiers and need more of an individualized support. PBIS framework
takes a positive approach to ensure the environment for students is one where less negativity is
being reduced (Floress & Jacoby, 2017). This framework was designed to ensure students have a
positive approach and environment to learning. Katsiyannis et al. (2018) literature discussed
how, due to the increase in gun violence, an interdisciplinary group has developed a three-tier
model common to that of PBIS to help protect individuals from gun violence using a universal
approach (Tier I), in addition to targeted approached (Tier II), and individualized interventions
(Tier III).
Components of PBIS Framework
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The Center on PBIS (2021) stated there are four foundational elements of PBIS: locally
meaningful and culturally relevant outcomes, empirically supported practices, systems to support
implementation, and data to monitor effective and equitable implementation and to guide
decision making. Thorton (2018) stated in order to have effective practices for schoolwide
support, there are key features of the program, which consist of defining clear objectives and
outcomes, proper instruction, monitoring, feedback, and error correction. The Center on PBIS
(2021) explained how these outcomes must be observable and measurable goals that help schools
hold themselves accountable.
Gray (2021) framed PBIS as problem-solving method, utilizing evidence-based practices,
and continuous progress monitoring. Even though PBIS does not have specific protocols for
schools to follow, there are guidelines that are expected to demonstrate if the framework is
executed with fidelity. Simonsen et al. (2019) explained how imperative it is to receive adequate
training for positive and proactive professional development. The Center on PBIS (2021)
continued by explaining how setting up the three-tier process of Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3
practices allow structure, procedures, and routines to be implemented for success.
Gray (2021) explained specific rules that must be adhered to is clear communication of
expectations and the collection of data to make informed decisions. The Center on PBIS (2021)
explained how the data use to guide the implementation and evaluate outcomes for each
individual school to ensure they are making the best decisions for all students and staff. Fallon &
Mueller (2017) provided plans for SW-PBIS to include three-five positively stated expectations,
procedures for teaching appropriate behavior, reinforcement system for acceptable behaviors,
and procedures for consistent consequences for that inappropriate behavior.
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PBIS Practices
This section explains a few of the evidence-based practices that can be utilized by the
implementation of PBIS. These practices provide literature evidence that demonstrates the
strengths of each of these practices within the school environment for the success of both the
students and school setting.
School-wide Expectations
An evidence-based practice utilized in PBIS is teaching school-wide behavioral
expectations. Many of the behavior occurrences did not necessarily happen in the classroom. For
example, one previous study reported that approximately 50% of discipline referrals occur in
non-classroom settings (Keller-Bell & Short, 2019). This included the playground area and the
hallways for elementary school buildings. The researchers wanted to create a design plan that
would have protocols of positive expectations in place for the whole school. The Center on PBIS
(2021) stated how school wide PBIS is utilized to make schools more effective by meeting all
aspects of students’ needs to decrease misbehaviors and increase positive self-controlled
behavior for students. Johnson et al. (2020) explained the existence of having a system to reward
positive behavior to increase students’ behavioral response to expectations. There must be
specific rewards systems put into place, as well as having highly predictable consequences for
those who make behavioral mistakes. Horner et al. (2017) stated many behavioral expectations
can improve school culture, and there is an array of things that students can be taught through
these expectations. Kimball et al. (2017) stated how imperative it is for expectations to be
explicitly modeled and then reinforced by adults for students to have visual examples to follow.
These guidelines were set up by a team of leaders within the school setting. Sugai & Horner
(2020) explained a leadership team is a group of individuals (teachers, staff, and administrators)
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whose job is to have the authority and responsibility that are designated to train, coach, and
evaluate performance and behavioral feedback. Myers et al. (2017) explained how one cannot
expect students to know what they are expected to do without being taught explicitly what those
behaviors look and sound like.
Additional literature shows this is a significant practice that could help with the overall
expectations of the school building. Gagnon et al. (2020) described PBIS as having a common
set of expectations are established for all staff and students, in terms of behavior, in more of a
positive aspect. Traditionally, expectations were already predetermined and stated to the student
everything they were not to do in a negative connotated manner. However, Floress & Jacoby
(2017) discussed the importance of praise being an effective strategy for obtaining a positive
relationship among student behavior. They go on to tell how there is a huge amount of research
to support this functional relationship. Alshehri (2021) stateed PBIS expectations are a set of
stated expectations that establish a school philosophy that is positive, stable, and focused on
teaching social and emotional competency to and for both male and female students. Myers et al.
(2017) advised providing students with specific, positive praise statements. PBIS basis is
ensuring precorrection takes place. Ennis et al. (2017) defined precorrection as a PBIS strategy
designed to prevent behavioral problems from occurring by replacing them with a more
appropriate behavioral expectation.
For this school-wide expectation to be addressed, the PBIS initiative must be fully
implemented. There is no way to fully understand how effective the framework is if there is no
consistency. The literature validates there has to be a full implementation of the program to
ensure success.
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Leadership
The related literature shows how the PBIS system uses practices in its school-wide layout
to ensure that all students are following the same positive behavior pattern. McIntosh et al.
(2016) told the importance of ensuring that the principal plays an imperative role in becoming an
active member of the PBIS leadership team. The role of the administrator plays a significant part
in the practice outlined in the PBIS implementation. McIntosh et al. (2016) continued to explain
that the lack of involvement by the administrator has been indicated as a barrier to the program
not working successfully. Keller-Bell & Short (2017) discussed how PBIS does not provide or
dictate which specific strategy should be used, but rather it is the role of the leadership team to
decide which evidence-based interventions are best for their particular population of students.
One suggestive practice was having a school-wide transformation team that can be the leaders of
the school coming together to make the best decisions about the ins and outs of the intervention
supports being implemented. The individual that holds this leadership team together must be the
building-level leader, the principal. The administrators must stand out exhibiting their certainty
in the process. Alshehri (2021) discussed when principals choose to support a program and
become involved; their schools are more likely to use the program and have a greater likelihood
of improvement.
This PBIS leadership team should consist of individuals from all facets of the school
building and must have those that are invested in meeting the needs of all students (from every
population), so they are represented equally. Thorton (2018) explained the school counselor is a
key member of the leadership team due to their relationship and understanding of the needs of
the families and students in their population. Simonsen et al. (2019) described how critical it is
that school leadership teams support their teachers on implementation. Keller-Bell & Short
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(2019) explained how vital school personnel is as representatives of the leadership team to help
school children meet their educational needs. Simonsen et al. (2019) continued by explaining in
order to meet the needs of all students, and educators must gain experience through training and
ongoing support. Gagnon et al. (2020) described this leadership team as those individuals able to
make the decision about the school’s behavioral practices and be available to meet together at
least once a month. Having an effective leadership team was one practice to be incorporated not
only in place of ensuring implementation but also to help build a collaborative unit created to
gain insights from all aspects of the learning spectrum. This demonstrated the importance of
ensuring the members of the leadership team are individuals that can meet the need of both
students and teachers.
Organizational System
Additional practice was creating an organizational system to ensure the implementation
of the framework is being carried out. The leadership team utilized this practice to make
organizational and professional decisions that will affect the day-to-day operations with staff and
students. Myers et al. (2017) told the inability to manage students’ behavior is one of the key
factors in our nation’s high turnover rate among teachers. Horner et al. (2017) defined similar
systems to be the features of schools that affect the behavior of students starting day one. One of
these systems included how to get information across to the students consistently. The
information given for a school-wide implementation and development must ensure that all
stakeholders are saying, seeing, and hearing the same expectations across the board. George
(2018) explained how student behavioral problems have been consistently been reported as a top
concern among educators. This system was comprised of the day-to-day operations that allow
these procedures and policies to be implementing and put in place. Gagnon et al. (2020)
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explained how schools should teach the expected behavior at the beginning of the school year or
as soon as new students enroll. This was one practice that put into place to ensure consistency.
This may take place within a classroom setting and can also be provided in a written manner or
form to ensure understanding expectations.
Gagnon et al. (2020) went on to explain that the expectations given are connected to the
school rules for how students are expected to conduct themselves in specific areas or activities in
the school. Expectations within the school-wide system, as defined by Floress & Jacoby (2017),
were to establish rules and expectations, teach students rules, recognize prosocial behavior, and
take action to discipline in a clear, fair approach. Myers et al. (2017) provided a way of
organizing expectations is by using a matrix that lists expectations, routines, and measurable
behavior examples, all in positive terminology. Putting in organizational systems ensure that the
day-to-day operations are done consistently throughout the entire school building environment.
Family Involvement
One of the most effective best practices in education, in addition to PBIS is the role of the
family. The Center on PBIS (2021) wanted to ensure the whole child’s needs were being
addressed to become better students within the school environment, as well as society outside the
school building. The Center on PBIS (2021) encouraged parents to utilize PBIS in the home to
help when events disrupt normal routines (such as health pandemics, natural disasters, or
extended breaks) to help support their children’s social and emotional growth and diminish
behavior disturbances in the residential home. Research has shown that when families are more
involved with the school the student has a greater positive impact in all areas. Garbacz et al.
(2018) stated sixty-three percent of schools provided support to families to help their child
follow expectations at school (p.130). Gregory et al. (2017) told how when community members
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come together with the school on problem-solving behavioral approaches, this collaboration
allows all to understand the needs of the individual student, whether academically or
behaviorally. Garbacz et al. (2020) stated one of the most promising strategies is the familyschool connection. When schools and families work together for the betterment of the student, all
areas can improve from behavior to academics. One does not discuss the implementation of a
program without the involvement of other imperative stakeholders, such as the family. Alshehri
(2021) provided information about family support is essential to the fidelity of PBIS
implementation as it has a definite impact on the students’ academic performance and behavior.
If schools gained the support of the family, the student will likely be successful due to the
alignment of both settings for the student. Garbacz (2020) described the importance of family
and school connections to help support children’s social behavior.
Garbacz et al. (2018) explained how PBIS is a promising method for implementing
family engagement practices with those aligned with that of the school. Garbacz et al. (2018)
established even though it is important to have home support and family engagement, being able
to manage and monitor it home is extremely difficult. Most of the home to school connections
identified in PBIS are recommended with more of the Tier III individualized interventions, even
though Tier I family engagement can be useful with initial implementation.
PBIS Impact
This section of literature highlights what impact Positive Behavioral Intervention and
Support (PBIS) has on various areas within the educational journey. This will include literature
to describe the implementation of PBIS, examples of the overall impact PBIS has, the cost
benefits, the correlation to data, and specifically the impact PBIS has to the correlation to
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Reading and Math. This demonstrate what the literature provides as evidence for the success of
the PBIS framework.
Implementation
One impact that PBIS has on an educational system would be whether the school decided
to fully implement the concept for their entire school building. This includes all the areas in
which a student will come across. This is where the job of the leadership team is vital to ensuring
the expectations created for the school environment are being carried out by all stakeholders. The
literature described how the success of the school-wide system based on the level of
implementation the school set forth. Noltemeyer et al. (2018) described the link between
implementing with fidelity with student outcome statewide systems have been established to
assess and identify model schools that are implementing PBIS with fidelity. This was done to
demonstrate if schools implement the program with fidelity, they are more likely to have better
student achievement. George et al. (2018) said district support for SWPBIS is deemed as a
significant aspect of successful school performance. Myers et al. (2017) demonstrated PBIS how
all students, including those with disabilities, perform better academically and behaviorally when
they understand exactly what is expected of them.
However, on the other side of this, the literature explained the repercussions of not fully
implementing the program. Simonsen et al. (2019) explained despite unmistakable evidence
supporting PBIS practices, researchers have documented those procedures are often missing or
implemented at low level. George et al. (2018) gave the explanation that individuals receiving
training on SW-PBIS does not constitute in any action being done on the school level, even when
schools have additional district support. Keller-Bell & Short (2019) described how consistency
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throughout all settings and individuals within the school is essential to successful
implementation.
How does one determine the effective tools for ensuring the evaluation of the PBIS is
being implemented? The literature provided specific tools utilized throughout the United States.
One tool used to evaluate the fidelity of the implementation of PBIS is the Tiered Fidelity
Inventory (TFI). Noltemeyer et al. (2018) explained that TFI is a coach-guided self-assessment
that schools utilize to help determine the effectiveness of their fidelity with the systems and
practices of PBIS at each of the three-tier levels by their leadership team. This is one of the most
frequently used tools. Another article by James et al. (2019) described TFI as one of the most
state recognition systems in providing a specific tool in measuring the relationship of SW-PBIS
and student academic achievement. Another tool utilized is the School-wide Evaluation Tool
(SET). Noltemeyer et al. (2018) described this PBIS tool as one that is a valid and reliable
measurement that helps schools identify their primary prevention practices. These two
instruments were techniques schools applied to demonstrate their fidelity of the implementation
of PBIS.
Whichever tool decided upon by the leadership team as evidence of the fidelity of the
program should be consist year to year. Whatever the tool utilized to help understand the
implementation of SWBPIS, it will all indicate that some form of measurement is necessary to
measure success. Horner et al. (2017) explained fidelity is not only measuring the research being
conducted with integrity, but it also identifies as the main component to an effective
implementation system. This demonstrated how imperative the fidelity of implementation is.
Parsons (2017) described PBIS as an integration that has the potential to heighten student-teacher
relationships and increase teachers’ instructional time.
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Examples of Overall PBIS Impact
As the literature demonstrates the practices put into place to establish such a school-wide
behavior initiative, it also discusses the overall impact it has within the educational setting.
Kittleman (2019) explained how adopting PBIS one way is to show the correlation between
mental health systems, statistics, procedures, and organizational systems. PBIS can change the
overall well-being of all those involved. PBIS has made significant changes in the past years.
Fetterman (2020) stated that over the last ten decades, there have been more systematic
approaches to develop in order to help reinforce correct behavior in schools and also offer
interventions strategies and support to help lower those problems positively. For example, oneway PBIS impacts a school culturally was shown by the literature as follow: “school-wide
systems of supports that are culturally responsive to the local context hold promise for reducing
the use of punitive disciplinary practices that are ineffective and contribute to inequitable
treatment for Latino and African American students” (Fetterman et al., 2020, p. 90). The
literature showed how the outcomes of studies demonstrated the overall effectiveness of the
SWPBIS. James et al. (2019) explained a specific analysis demonstrated after synthesizing
studies on the effects of SWPBIS there were conclusions showing the most significant positive
outcomes, in terms of behavior, were in lowered suspensions and office discipline referrals.
Another example provided by the literature demonstrates the overall impact of the
implementation of SWPBIS. Goodman-Scott & Grothaus (2017) discussed a four-year study of
PBIS implementation in an elementary setting that resulted in fewer instructional days were lost,
a reduction in behavior referrals and suspension, and greater collaboration among staff.
Goodman-Scott & Grothaus (2017) further stated one participant said, “SW-PBIS has been the
piece of character education that most counselors have tried to do, but the implementation of
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SW-PBIS allowed it to be more accessible and a lot more important for everybody to be
involved.” Alshehri (2021) detailed how successful the school environment was after the
implementation of SWPBIS by indicating how positive and cohesive the school climate had
become.
In addition to the example previously provided, George et al. (2018) explained how when
SW-PBIS is fully implemented, there was a decrease in office discipline referrals (ORDs) and
out-of-school suspensions (OSS). They went on to detail overall improvements in the school’s
environment and the positive overall climate of the building. Lastly, George et al. (2018)
explained the improvement to student academic achievements, and their overall engagement
within the school setting.
PBIS was designed to meet the social and emotional aspects of students. Jones et al.
(2017) explained when students master their self-management of social and emotional skills,
they get along better with others, do better in school, have more successful careers in the future,
and have a much healthier mental and physical life. Bradshaw et al. (2021) concluded utilizing
SW-PBIS (Tier I universal component) has exhibited significant impacts across a variety of
student behavior, social-emotional, and academic outcomes, in addition to a reduction in
students’ need for extra supports, and better-quality ratings of school atmosphere. Floress &
Jacoby (2017) believed that if a student misbehaves, it causes them not to succeed academically,
eventually becoming a dropout of school altogether. These literary examples demonstrated how
effective the PBIS outcome can be positive on both behavior and student achievement.
Cost Benefits
One of the monetary benefits for implementation of PBIS is the cost impact. Johnson et
al. (2020) explained how PBIS was led to help with cost saving in terms of administrator and
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student time due to the reduction in the time it takes to process office referrals. Barrett et al.
(2020) discussed how school principals are given the task of tackling academic, behavioral, and
social-emotional concerns with limited sources. The benefit of implementing PBIS in terms of
cost was to obtain the most economical method with the least cost to gain the effectiveness of the
best evidence-based practices available. Bradshaw et al. (2021) discussed how this intervention
framework uses a shadow pricing method, which demonstrates the extent of resources somebody
is willing to give to attain a particular outcome, such as a decline in suspensions or mental health
problems in their school building or district. The cost effectiveness data allow schools and
districts the opportunity to improve in their decision-making process in adopting the best
intervention method for their school building or district. Schools do not want to underestimate
nor overestimate the cost needed to ensure implementation of evidence-based programs which
may hinder schools from choosing to adopt any program. Barrett et al. (2020) explained how
school evaluations provide a data-based framework, proactively inform allocation prior to
implementation, and are able to persuade multiple stakeholders. This is why it is imperative to
examine all the allocated of the limited resources provided.
One particular literature explained during the study conducted, there were a sample of
seventy-seven schools that fully implemented PBIS with fidelity. Bradshaw et al. (2020) study
summarized the average cost between the high and low cost of full implementation to be
$46,185, with the average per pupil being $90. This is based upon the low being $6,236 and the
high being $183,300 based upon the size of the school, itself (Bradshaw et al., 2020, p. 7). The
authors stated based upon the study conducted these findings suggest that PBIS is a less
expensive version than other preventative interventions by order of significance. This is a
massive impact that could help the leadership team on both the school and district level to make
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imperative decisions concerning the implementation of the PBIS program when it comes to the
cost of the intervention framework.
Correlation to Data
There are overall impacts that PBIS has on the educational system. However, how does
this all relate to the connection with the success of the school? The literature discussed how the
collection of data and academic success are evidence of the positive impact that has been made
in those schools that have worked diligently to ensure the success of all their scholars. “PBIS is
one multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) framework that offers a practical approach that
improves student behavior and school climate, two factors that are related to positive academic
outcomes” (Gagnon et al., 2020). When collecting data for making decisions Newman &
Houchins (2018) explained how PBIS looks at patterns across many settings to get an
understanding of circumstances surrounding behavior. Thorton (2018) provided steps for sharing
the data, which included looking at the trends and patterns, investigating the validity of the data,
ensuring staff members are collecting data accurately, and determining a plan of action. The
implementation of PBIS demonstrated how educational settings show the correlation between
student behavior and academic success. Krach et al. (2017) explained the techniques that can be
utilized for collecting data, such as a behavioral management chart, a token system where
students receive rewards for appropriate behavior for a specific period of time, and check-in
check-out. This data can be analyzed from various sources. Gagnon (2020) continued by
describing sources such as, but not be limited to, observations of student behavior, behavioral
assessments completed by teachers, functional behavioral assessments, and a data report of
student behavior describing placing and time of the occurrence of the behavior.

53
Some data specifically indicated the progression made through the SW-PBIS in the
educational setting. Floress & Jacoby (2017) indicates PBIS is associated with fewer office
discipline referrals, additional classroom instructional time, and schools were perceived to be
safer. Many schools look to the number of discipline referrals to determine if their
implementation of SW-PBIS is effective. Horner et al. (2017) explained how the number of
office discipline referrals was a feasible outcome calculation to the success of the SW-BPIS
implementation. Bradshaw et al. (2021) gave specific results in their study to demonstrate the
impact of PBIS on the reduction of student office discipline referrals and suspensions,
improvements in state standardized tests, as well as improvements in teachers’ rating of students’
behavior. Alshehri (2021) explained the impact of an increase in emotional regulations and
improved academic achievement.
Much literature has a direct correlation between PBIS data and student achievement.
Results in a particular study indicated “on average, between 2015-2016 and 2016-2017, schools
increased their tiered fidelity inventory (TFI) Tier I scores by about 14.67 points, reported about
4.05 fewer suspensions per 100 students, and scored about 2.34 higher on the performance
index” (James et al., 2019, p. 1515-1516). Additional studies indicated similarities of positive
results. McIntosh & Lane (2019) was another study that reported positive results of a factor
analysis of the school wide PBIS TFI, the first validated measure of all three tiers of SW-PBIS.
Bradshaw et al. (2021) explained how the effects of PBIS have been well-documented, on the
elementary level. This study showed these effects will be aligned with elementary schools which
have fully implemented the framework with fidelity for three or more consecutive years. One
study demonstrates the success of SW-PBIS by explaining their analysis of a review of 29
studies that found an effect size of 0.26 for a reduction in problem behavior and an effect size of
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0.11 for improved academic outcomes (Johnson et al., 2020). Various literature studies provided
evidence that this theory is sustainable over some time but does not show how it is sustained
over a two-year period, which is where this study differs. George (2018) discussed how even
though this study confirms related improved behavior and academic outcomes, the effects over a
prolonged period still must be recognized. Reno et. al. (2017) study discussed future researchers
should increase the sample size and time span for study to help with generalizing the results.
Previous studies, such as the one conducted by Reno et. al. used universal screeners as the
instrument to collect data. However, this study utilized state assessment data as its instrument for
data collection. Noltemeyer et. al. (2019) discussed how future research can benefit from
exploring different variables over time to understand the direct impact PBIS has on academic
achievement.
There was also literature that supports the other side of school-wide practices. Gordon &
Fefer (2019) discussed how previous research has indicated most variability in school climate
has been done through individual factors rather than school-level factors. They go on to state that
as little as 2-3% of the variability in school climate can be accounted for by school-level factors
(Gordon & Fefer, 2019). Jones et al. (2017) described how national studies have shown that there
are small or no effects from interventions designed for students in the elementary school
environment. Researchers have known that for every article that can support a theory, others
have denied it.
Correlation to Reading and Math
The overall impact of the implementation of PBIS should not only occur in the overall
success of the decrease in documented misbehaviors, such as office discipline referrals; however
there should be a direct relationship to the increase of improving the reading and math of the
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students academically. There were several studies that were done to determine if there was an
impact on reading (more than math). However, it is imperative that to take a deeper look at the
literature that demonstrated what others have previously done in the specific areas of reading and
math content areas. Reno et al. (2017) explained in methodology and results of examining the
relationship between students who participate in PBIS Tier II and their reading and mathematics
academic achievement. This study explained how the researchers utilized the Renaissance
Learning Star Reading and Star Math assessment to determine relationship. These were students
in grades 1-5. They were to take the assessment twice a year, fall and spring. Reno et al. (2017)
show there was no significant connection between the Tier II participants and their student
achievement. All the Tier II students scored lower than those who were not participating in PBIS
in both reading and mathematics. This study did not specifically detail reading and math content;
however, gave results based upon the universal screening done by the school to determine
overall growth in reading and math during a school year. It was concluded that the interventions
had no effect on the reading or math achievement in grades 1-5 (Reno et al., 2017).
As the literature continues to explain, there was one group of researchers who explained
what impact PBIS had on its elementary school. Johnson et al. (2020) did a study and found an
effect size 0.11 for improved academic outcomes, specifically in math and reading. Bradshaw et
al. (2021) stated one elementary school in Maryland had higher reading and math proficiency
rates in addition to significantly lower suspensions. This particular study demonstrated that there
can be academic success in the areas of both reading and math due to the successful
implementation of a PBIS system. When students are able to focus less on behavior and more on
academics, both their reading and math academic achievements can be promoted.
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When researching specific content areas, such as reading, Roberts et al. (2020) conducted
a study in which students with behavioral problems are less likely to respond to typical reading
interventions. The article went on to explain how these students have a greater risk for having
both behavioral problems and reading outcomes are identified as struggling readers (Roberts et
al., 2020). Students who stereotypically have reading frustrations possibly will be a reason for
students to act up. Roberts et al. (2020) continued by explaining how inattentive behaviors in
grade one, tend to be a predictor of having reading problems in grade three, due to low prosocial
behaviors. Therefore, if you have students who are acting out to evade academic assignments,
improving their reading achievement may decrease the occurrence of behavioral problems. With
the implementation of PBIS, there should be more emphasis put on implementing strategies to
help students become better readers, thus causing the number of disciplines to decline. This
particular study further demonstrated that the decrease in misbehaviors may cause an increase in
academic achievement.
Oyen & Wollersheim-Shervey (2019) conducted a study demonstrating which
components of PBIS would indicate improvements in overall student achievements. In this study,
Oyen & Wollersheim-Shervey (2019) demonstrated how crucial features of PBIS may account
for more discrepancy in academic achievement than any other features. This study, unlike others,
particularly took a look in the area of math, when evaluating the results of critical features and
math, for every one standard deviation increase in expectations taught, there is a 0.63 standard
deviation increase in math; for every one standard deviation in district-level support, there is a
0.37 standard deviation increase in math (Oyen & Wollersheim-Shervey, 2019, p.396). The
overall results indicated a data analysis is significantly related to the content area of math with
the addition of involvement of district-level support. Even though this particular emphasis is on
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elementary schools and students, there is evidence to demonstrate how the implementation of
PBIS can also have a positive impact in the content areas of reading and math. Bradshaw et al.
(2021) went on to state that the secondary PBIS schools in this same state had a lower
suspension rate with higher reading and math proficiency rate. Therefore, demonstrating the
success can be obtained on more than just the elementary level, but the secondary level as well.
Summary
There is a significant emphasis being put on the schools today, especially the behavior of
the students in the building. Many schools are deemed unsafe for the amount of discipline that
takes place in the building. With the increase in attention to students’ behavior, some programs
have been created to decrease student misbehaviors and focus on implementing positive practices
to help schools and scholars both be successful. Theories about students’ behavior have been
around for ages. The theories that are significant to determining why children do what they do
have an impact on the way we view students with misbehaviors. The literature also took a look at
how the theory of operant conditioning fits into how positive reinforcement can play a role in a
human’s behavior. The development of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
has a school-wide implementation that provides practices to decrease student misbehaviors and
replace them with positive results so that students are successful both personally and
academically. Even though there have been some studies conducted to show this correlation in
terms of discipline, additional studies may be conducted to determine if this correlation to PBIS
does have an overall success with the academic success of the students that participate in this
program versus those that do not.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview
The purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative study was to determine the effect of
School-Wide Behavioral Interventions and Supports (SW-PBIS) on students’ academic success.
Chapter three begins by introducing the design study, including complete definitions of all
variables. The research question and null hypothesis follow. Finally, the participants and setting,
instrumentation, procedures, and data analysis plans are presented.
Design
This study used a quantitative causal-comparative research design. The causalcomparative research design was being applied to this study because it is a nonexperimental
investigation that helps identify the cause-and-effect relationship by establishing groups where
the independent variable may be present or absent (Gall et al., 2007). This type of grouping was
imperative for demonstration the comparison of students’ reading and math scores from schools
with SW-PBIS implemented and those that do not. An independent variable was the presumed
cause (Gall et al., 2007). The independent variable in this particular study was the type of school.
It had two groups: schools that participated in SW-PBIS and those schools that do not. A
dependent variable was the presumed effect (Gall et al., 2007). The dependent variables in this
study were achievement scores in both Mississippi Academic Assessment Program (MAAP)
Reading and Mathematics. The Literacy-Based Promotion Act (LBPA) requires students to make
a certain proficiency level on the MAAP Reading assessment, explicitly targeting students in the
third grade before being promoted to the fourth grade. The LBPA was established in 2013
(Senate Bill 2347) during the regular session; however, it was amended in 2016 (Senate Bill
2157) to ensure that third-grade students’ proficiency expectations would increase starting the
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2018-19 school term. Hussain & Singh (2010) wanted to look at how Mississippi’s state
assessment (formally known as Mississippi Curriculum Test, now Mississippi Academic
Assessment Program) and their accountability system affected the gap in the student population
of low-performing schools. James et al. (2019) also used their second dependent variable for
their study was the students’ performances on the state achievement test. Even though this is not
related to Mississippi’s state assessment, there is a direct correlation to the dependent variable
being that of a state assessment.
Research Question
RQ1: Is there a difference among third-grade students who participated in PBIS and
those who did not in reading and math achievement scores?
Hypothesis
The null hypothesis for this study is:
H01: There is no difference among third-grade students who participated in PBIS and
those who did not in reading and math achievement scores as measured by the Mississippi
Academic Assessment Program.
Participants and Setting
Population
The participants for this study were drawn from a sample of elementary schools located
in coastal Mississippi region during the 2018-2019 school term. Two of the five schools that
were used for this study reside in the following school district, District One. It was an urban
district that has multiple elementary schools to select from. It had about 98,000 residents.
According to The National Center for Education Statistics (www.nces.ed.gov) the 2020-21 year,
there were 13,666 students, with the student-teacher ratio being 16.00:1, and there are 1,345
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students with Individual Educational Plan (IEP). The median income was around $51,499. They
are all Pre-K-6th grade student populations. They have similar demographics and locations within
the community. The schools selected were also identical in student population. The two schools
were also within the community; however, they did not use the SWPBIS framework. Two
districts are within a 5-mile span of one another and share common community components. The
second pair of elementary schools reside in a district, which is District Two. Two chosen schools
had fully implemented SW-PBIS, and it was used throughout all three stated years. One of the
schools was selected as a Model Site for exemplary implementation of SWPBIS, yet both
schools fully implemented and participated in SW-PBIS. The district spreads over a 15.3 square
mile area. According to the National Center for Education Statistics (www.nces.ed.gov) for the
2020-21 year, there were 1,991 students with a student-teacher ratio of 16.19:1.The median
income was around $54,279 and the total residential population was about 11,676. The third
district is District three. It contains five model school sites, yet only one school site was utilized
for this study. According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (www.nces.ed.gov) for
the 2020-21 year, there were 2,169 students, with the student-teacher ratio being 13.46:1. The
median income was around $39,531 and the total residential population was about 19,467. The
focus was to ensure that the student population and the community surrounding the schools were
as similar as possible to maintain the validity of the results. To decide which school population
to select, there was a stratified sampling technique. There was a list of fifteen school districts that
are labeled as Model School Sites for PBIS for the state. Aside from the first district, the
approval of utilizing data came from two additional districts, which were located less than a 60mile radius of the previous schools were utilized to ensure the validity of population and
participants are similar, and are labeled as Model Site schools for the state. The schools were
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split into those that participate in SWPBIS for one group and those that do not participate in
SWPBIS to create the second group.
Participants
For this study, the number of participants sampled was 397, which exceeded the required
minimum for a medium for a Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) of 144 participants,
when assuming a medium effect size with a statistical power of .7 and alpha level, α = .05 (Gall
et al., 2007). Therefore, the participants will be 152 for a minimum amount. James et al. (2019)
study consisted of 85 schools from 31 school districts. Of those 85, 41 were elementary schools.
Gagnon et al. (2020) started with 461 schools and used a ten percent margin of error and a 95%
confidence level, finally decided they only needed 80 participants.
The sample came from five different elementary schools (Elementary School #1,
Elementary School #2) from within one district. The individual school (Elementary School #3) is
within one separate district yet is still located in the coastal region of the state. Out of all the
elementary schools in the district, the researcher then narrowed the list of elementary eligible to
participate into clusters, based upon Model Sites and other school districts that were in a 60miles radius to ensure surrounding populations were the same. The third set of elementary
schools (Elementary School #4, Elementary School #5) were within another school district,
whom mile differences are within 60 miles radius of the prior two. There were thirty-nine
schools that could be represented as a PBIS model site. The researcher used this list to contact
the administrators of each building to determine if SW-PBIS was utilized during the preselected
school terms. The researcher asked the administrator if their data could be analyzed in this
particular study. The researcher explained the study to administrators for better understanding
and knowledge. Even though the data will have already been collected, permission from each
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school or central office personnel was appreciated. This non-probability sampling was
appropriate for this study because the students are already divided into their perspective classes
and teachers.
Elementary #1 demographics included 443 students, with 17.61% African American and
72.01% White. There were 226 males and 217 females. Elementary School #1was comprised of
74 third-grade students. There were 74 students with reading scores and 73 mathematic scores
for 2018-2019. Elementary #2 demographics included 453 students, with 38.63% African
American, 45.47% White, 3.31% Hispanic or Latino, and 9.05% other (two or more races).
There were 247 males and 206 females. Elementary School #2 was comprised of 75 third
graders. There were 75 students with reading scores and 75 mathematics scores for 2018-2019.
Elementary #3 demographics included 471 students, with 28.98% African American, 64.90%
White, and 6.12% Two or More Races. Elementary School #3 had 59 students with reading
scores and 59 mathematics scores. Elementary #4 demographics included 737 students, with
55.50% African American, 24.56% White, and 13.70% Hispanic or Latino. There were 375
males and 362 females. Elementary School #3 had 101 third graders in their population. There
were 101 students with reading scores and 101 mathematic scores for 2018-2019. Elementary #4
demographics included 631 students, with 48.18% African American, 39.94% White, 4.75
Hispanic or Latino, and 4.91 other (two or more races). There were 313 males and 318 females.
Elementary School #5 had 88 total third-grade scores. There were 88 students with reading
scores and 88 mathematic scores for 2018-2019.
Within each school, students were chosen based on grade level. The student population
selected were third-grade students at that particular school term. This specific grade level is
where academic success depends upon promotion to the fourth grade for the entire state. The
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sample from Elementary School #1 consisted of 74 scores from third-grade classes, where
SWPBIS was fully implemented from the school years 2016-2019, specifically 2018-2019. The
sample from Elementary School #2 consisted of 75 scores from third-grade classes, where
SWPBIS was fully implemented throughout the 2016-2019 school terms, specifically 2018-2019.
The sample from Elementary School #3 consisted of 59 scores from third-grade classes, where
SWPBIS was fully implemented throughout the 2016-2019 school years, specifically 2018-2019.
The sample from Elementary School #4 consisted of 101 scores from third-grade classes, where
no SWPBIS initiative was conducted, developed, or implemented from the 2018-2019 school
term. The sample from Elementary School #5 consisted of 88 scores from third-grade classes,
where no SWPBIS initiative was in place throughout the 2018-2019 school term. Each of these
groups were pre-formed groups. They were not randomly selected. The students’ scores were
already have been assigned classes; therefore, they were not be randomly assigned to a specific
group.
Settings
Elementary School #1 was a K-5th grade school setting in which the SW-PBIS
implementation was in place for all three consecutive school terms, including the specific school
term of 2018-2019. Elementary School #2 was a Pre-K-5th grade school setting in which SWPBIS implementation was fully implemented and in place for at least three consecutive school
terms, specifically 2018-2019. Elementary School #3 was a K-8th grade school setting, in which
SW-PBIS was fully implemented and in place for at least three consecutive school terms,
specifically 2018-2019 school term. Elementary School #4 was a PreK-6th grade school setting in
which SW-PBIS was not fully implemented, or not implemented at all during the three-year
school terms of fall 2018 through spring 2019. Elementary School #5 was a PreK-6th grade
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school setting in which SW-PBIS was not fully implemented, or not implemented at all during
the 2018-2019. Two sets of the five schools were located in the same school zone.
Instrumentation
The instrument used in this study was the Mississippi Academic Assessment Program
(MAAP). MAAP consisted of two subjects: reading and mathematics. The MAAP’s purpose is
to measure student achievement in the areas of reading and mathematics. MAAP was designed to
ensure that all public-school students were proficient in reading and mathematics, based upon the
Common Core standards set forth by the state. Several studies have previously used
Mississippi’s state assessment to help determine various outcomes (Alber-Morgan et al., 2007;
Ivy & Masterson, 2011; Hussain & Singh, 2010). They showed where the actual state
achievement assessment data was utilized in their studies.
The reading instrument consisted of 32 closed-ended questions, eight open-ended. In
addition, there was one embedded field-test passage, which consist of 9 closed-ended items.
Therefore, the total was 41 closed-ended questions, eight open-ended. There were four strands:
Reading Literature, Reading Informational Text, Writing, and Language. The students had 127
minutes (about 2 hours) to complete the entire assessment. This time included ten minutes for
instructions and setup. Close-ended questions were 1-point, multiple-choice items. Open-ended
(1-2 points) included multiple-choice multi-select two-part items, multi-select tables, matching,
and drag-and-drop items. There was one performance task that consists of an extended response
to an informational text. Students had 100 minutes (about 1 and a half hours) to complete the
task, including ten minutes for instruction and setup.
The instrument for mathematics for Grade 3 consisted of 38 closed-ended questions,
eight open-ended questions, nine embedded field-test questions (five closed-ended, four open-
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ended). Therefore, having a total of 55 items. There were five strands:
Operations and Algebraic Thinking, Numbers and Operations in Base Ten, Numbers and
Operations-Fractions, Measurement and Data, and Geometry. The time frame was 168 minutes
(about 3 hours). This, too, included the time for instructions and setup.
Both reading and mathematics scale scores (SS) for Grade 3 range from 301-399. The
higher the number, the closer to the highest level of proficiency.
There are five levels of proficiency:
•

Minimal (SS:301-333)- Students are performing the Basic level inconsistently.

•

Basic (SS335-349)- Students at this level demonstrate partial mastery of the
knowledge and skills in the course. The students are able to perform some of the
content standards at a low level.

•

Passing (SS350-364)- Students demonstrate general mastery of knowledge and
skills required for success. The students perform at approaching or at the level of
difficulty. The LBPA requires students to function at a passing level of 350 in
order to be promoted to fourth grade.

•

Proficient (SS365-384)- Students demonstrate solid academic performance and
mastery required to be a success in the grade. They perform at the level of
difficulty.

•

Advanced (SS387-399)- Students perform beyond the required success rate.
These students perform at a prominent level of difficulty.

The students’ scale score was what was utilized and analyzed, not their proficiency levels. The
performance task consisted of a prompt with six items with a mixture of closed and open-ended
items following a scaffold design that builds from closed to open-ended items.
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Reliability was estimated via the correlation of scores on formed assumed to be parallel,
form test-retest data, or from a single test administration using any one of the varieties of
techniques to include internal consistency, standard error of measurement, conditional standard
error of measurement, classification accuracy, and classification consistency, and rater
agreement for hand-scored items (See Appendix A, Chapter 12). In Appendix A, Table 12.1 it
showed the reliability for grade 3 was 0.89 for reading and 0.92 for mathematics. The overall
reliability ranges from 0.82 to 0.94 in all grades and subjects. Validity evidence was provided in
multiple ways, such as content validity, internal structure, and differential item functioning (see
Appendix A, Chapter 13). The Standards provided a framework for describing the sources of
evidence that should be considered when evaluating test-score validity. These sources include
evidence based on 1) test content, 2) response processes, 3) internal test structure, 4)
relationships between test scores and other variables, and 5) consequences of testing (See
Appendix X, Chapter 13, p. 137). Due to copyright infringements, the instrument itself will not
be attached. However, reading sample test items provided by the state will be (see Appendix B)
attached. Sample math test items provided by the state was also attached (see Appendix C).
Permission for the instrument will not be needed since data is archival. The actual assessment
was not available; however; there were available practice assessments that may be completed
online or printed out for grades 3-8 in the areas of both reading and mathematics. There was also
a component of test security and confidentiality that must be adhered to.
Procedures
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was received in order to conduct this study
(see Appendix E for IRB approval). There were several elementary schools that could be asked
to participate in this study; however, to ensure the reliability and validity of the results, there
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were five schools selected. Permission for this was requested from the state department of
education to conduct data collection (see Appendix F for permission letter). The locations of all
schools were in a sixty-mile radius, even though they are in three separate school districts. This
allowed the types of students and community to be as close to related as possible. Three of the
five schools would have fully implemented SW-PBIS from 2016-2019 school terms with
fidelity. Two other schools were selected with the same characteristics, with the exception of not
utilizing the SW-PBIS framework at all or without fidelity. A similar study has been conducted
to demonstrate the relation of SW-PBIS to academic success, however, the researchers used
universal screeners to make determination, whereas this study utilized the state assessment used
to determine if students are on grade-level or to determine their proficiency level.
Due to the instrument utilized was a state assessment, there was a manual for all those
that are administering the assessment (see Appendix D). This included materials state and local
test coordinators utilized to ensure all individuals had been professionally trained and knew the
procedures and protocol necessary to administer the MAAP Assessments for both reading and
mathematics.
Data Collection
The data collected in this study was gathered by gaining permission from the state
department of education (see Appendix G for approval). The state department of education
provided the researcher with a link to access the 2018-2019 reading and mathematics MAAP
results. Once the researcher clicked on this link, it is directed to the 2019 Student Assessment
page. Under this page, there is a link entitled 2018-2019 Mississippi Academic Assessment
Program (MAAP) English/Language Arts and Mathematics Results. This provides the researcher
with a Microsoft Excel document that shows each grade level (3-8) ELA and Math results,
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including English II and Algebra I. The researcher then reached out to the state department to
obtain the list of school districts/schools that had implemented PBIS for three consecutive years.
From this list, the researcher was able to select the school districts that had obtained the title of
Model Site schools, which had fully implemented PBIS for three or more years consecutive.
From this Model Site schools, the researcher was able to make contact to superintendents and/or
building level administrators to obtain student data. Based upon the information of the selected
schools, two additional schools that were not a part of the SWPBIS framework were selected.
Based upon the five selected schools, their data was imported into an Excel documents.
Data Security
During all stages of data collection, all information that could identify participants will be
protected. Data obtained by the researcher were and will be stored securely. The researcher will
be the only individual with access to the records. Data will be held on a password-protected
computer and an external hard drive, as well. When data is not being utilized, it will be locked in
a fire-safe storage file cabinet. The data will be retained for a time period of five years after the
completion of this research study.

Data Analysis
Multivariance analysis of variance, or MANOVA, was utilized in this study. This
technique helps determine how groups differ on more than one dependent variable (Gall et al.,
2007). MANOVA is used to obtain an overall statistical result of a set of data for two dependent
variables (Emerson, 2018). The difference in using a MANOVA instead of an ANOVA is the
number of dependent variables. ANOVA is utilized for one dependent variable, and MANOVA
is being utilized for two or more dependent variables. For research question one, the MANOVA
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determined if there is a difference in achievement in reading and math between schools that
participate in PBIS and those that do not from school term 2018-2019. This is the last year where
the state assessment (MAAP) data was utilized to grade each school on a statewide
accountability model. This demonstrated in order to conduct a MANOVA, each participant will
have a score on two dependent variables (Gall et al., 2007). The alpha level is 0.05. During the
data screening, the researchers visually screen the data set to check for missing data points or any
inaccuracies. Box and whisker plots were utilized to determine if data is normally distributed and
check for extreme outliers. The test to determine the statistical significance between groups the
Wilk’s lambda was utilized (Gall et al., 2007).
Gall et al. (2007) identified the answers of the hypothesis assumption will create a
normal distribution for each group of students’ scores. This data provided evidence of the
differences between schools that use SWPBIS and those that did not in both reading and math.
These first assumption include: Assumption of Normality, where the researcher used ShapiroWilks or Kolmogorov-Smirnov. The second assumption is the Assumption of Multivariate
Normal Distribution. This is where one looked for a linear relationship between each pair of
dependent variables. If the variables are not linearly related, the power of the test is reduced. One
can test for this assumption by plotting a scatterplot matrix for each group of the independent
variable. Look for the classic “cigar shape.” The next assumption was the Assumption of
Homogeneity of Variance-Covariance matrices. This is where one can test this assumption in
SPSS using Box's M test of equality of covariance. If the data fails this assumption (p < .05), one
may also need to use SPSS to carry out Levene's test of homogeneity of variance to determine
where the problem may lie. The final assumption is the Absence of multicollinearity. The
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dependent variables should all be moderately related, but any correlation over .80 presents a
concern for multicollinearity.
The MANOVA was utilized to determine the differences in achievement in reading and
math from 2018-2019. The alpha level is 0.05. The null hypothesis will be rejected at the 95%
confidence level.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
This study was designed to determine if there is a difference among third-grade students
who participated in PBIS and those who did not in reading and math achievement scores.
Chapter Four list the research question and the null hypothesis. It further explains the descriptive
statistics, results, statistical procedures, statistical analysis for data screening, assumption tests,
inferential statistics, tables, figures, the alpha level, effect size, and the results of the null
hypothesis was rejected or fail to reject the hypothesis.
Research Question
RQ1: Is there a difference among third-grade students who participated in PBIS and
those who did not in reading and math achievement scores?
Null Hypothesis
H01: There is no difference among third-grade students who participated in PBIS and
those who did not in reading and math achievement scores as measured by the Mississippi
Academic Assessment Program.
Descriptive Statistics
There was a total of 398 participants (The total number of individuals in the population
(N)=398), with 398 Reading scale scores and 397 Math scale scores. The mean (M) Reading SS
(Scale Score) for all participants was 364.38. The median (Mdn) Reading scale score was 364
and the mode was 399. The standard deviation (SD) for all Reading scale scores was 18.220
(See Table 1). The Reading scale scores range from 301-399. The frequency (f) of the scales
scores for this study can be found in Table 2. The M for Math SS for all participants was 362.45.
The Mdn Math scale score was 360 and the mode was 399. The SD for all math scale scores was
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19.268 (see Table 1). The Math scale scores range from 301-399. The frequency (f) of the scales
scores for this study can be found in Table 3. This table demonstrated where all students’ scale
scores range on the achievement test from the lowest score to the highest and the frequency of
number of students’ whose scale score was the same. It demonstrated how many students scored
at or below the passing scale score of 350 and how many students were at or above the expected
target scale score of 350. It further showed how many students’ scale scores were at or above the
proficiency scale score of 365 for both reading and math achievement scores.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics
SWPBIS Implementation
Reading SS

Math SS

SWPBIS
Implementation
Non-SWPBIS
Implementation
Total
SWPBIS
Implementation
Non-SWPBIS
Implementation
Total

M

SD

N

366.85

17.022

207

361.69

19.126

190

364.38
366.45

18.220
18.465

397
207

358.09

19.225

190

362.45

19.268

397

Note. N is the number of individuals in that population
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Table 2
Frequency of Reading Scale Scores
Valid

f

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

317
322
325
327
329
331
333
335
336
338
340
341
343
344
346
347
349
350
351
353
354
356
357
358
360
361
363
364
365
367
369
370
372
374
376
378
380
382
383
384
386

1
2
3
3
3
3
6
4
6
5
5
4
6
8
12
2
12
8
12
5
9
6
15
14
10
10
13
18
12
19
10
19
15
5
10
7
14
13
1
12
11

.3
.5
.8
.8
.8
.8
1.5
1.0
1.5
1.3
1.3
1.0
1.5
2.0
3.0
.5
3.0
2.0
3.0
1.3
2.3
1.5
3.8
3.5
2.5
2.5
3.3
4.5
3.0
4.8
2.5
4.8
3.8
1.3
2.5
1.8
3.5
3.3
.3
3.0
2.8

.3
.8
1.5
2.3
3.0
3.8
5.3
6.3
7.8
9.0
10.3
11.3
12.8
14.8
17.8
18.3
21.4
23.4
26.4
27.6
29.9
31.4
35.2
38.7
41.2
43.7
47.0
51.5
54.5
59.3
61.8
66.6
70.4
71.6
74.1
75.9
79.4
82.7
82.9
85.9
88.7
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Valid

f

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

389
392
395
399
Total

11
6
6
22
398

2.8
1.5
1.5
5.5
100.0

91.5
93.0
94.5
100.0
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Table 3
Frequency of Math Scores
Valid
310
316
321
324
326
328
329
331
332
334
335
336
338
339
340
341
343
344
345
346
347
348
350
351
352
353
354
355
357
358
359
360
362
363
365
366
368
369
371
373
375

f
1
1
1
2
4
2
1
6
4
6
7
4
6
7
5
3
7
9
9
6
4
5
8
8
12
9
8
8
8
10
11
20
7
14
7
8
7
13
13
14
15

Valid Percent
.3
.3
.3
.5
1.0
.5
.3
1.5
1.0
1.5
1.8
1.0
1.5
1.8
1.3
.8
1.8
2.3
2.3
1.5
1.0
1.3
2.0
2.0
3.0
2.3
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.5
2.8
5.0
1.8
3.5
1.8
2.0
1.8
3.3
3.3
3.5
3.8

Cumulative Percent
.3
.5
.8
1.3
2.3
2.8
3.0
4.5
5.5
7.1
8.8
9.8
11.3
13.1
14.4
15.1
16.9
19.1
21.4
22.9
23.9
25.2
27.2
29.2
32.2
34.5
36.5
38.5
40.6
43.1
45.8
50.9
52.6
56.2
57.9
59.9
61.7
65.0
68.3
71.8
75.6
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Valid
377
379
382
385
389
393
399
Total
Missing
Total

f
7
14
14
13
12
11
26
397
-1
398

Valid Percent
1.8
3.5
3.5
3.3
3.0
2.8
6.5
99.7
.3
100.0

Cumulative Percent
77.3
80.9
84.4
87.7
90.7
93.5
100.0

Results
Hypothesis
In this study, the null hypothesis stated that there is no difference in third-grade students’
reading and math achievement scores among students who participated in PBIS and those who
did not. The dependent variables were Reading scale scores and Math scale scores. The
independent value was SW-PBIS classification.
Data Screening
Data screening was first conducted in SPSS to determine if there are any missing values,
incorrect data, extreme values, and to ensure all data was entered correctly. A multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was utilized to test the null hypothesis. There was the
independent variable of school identification (type of school) and the dependent variables
reading achievement students’ scale scores and math achievement students’ scale scores. A box
and whisker plot were created to visually provide data to show a comparison between the
independent variables and to establish if there are outliers for the dependent variables. There
were no extreme outliers.
In SPSS; however, it was determined that there were 398 scores, yet one Math scale
score was missing (this data point was from a school in which SW-PBIS was fully implemented)
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which determined the sample size to be 397. After inputting this information in the system, the
Reading score for this participant was also removed to ensure that all tests ran would be equal,
which shows that there are 397 participants (see Table 4).
Table 4
Statistics showing missing data point

N

Valid
Missing

Reading SS

Math SS

398
0

397
1

Assumption Tests
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to test the null hypothesis of
determining the difference between reading and math scores for students who participated in
PBIS and those who did not. A box and whisker plot were created to visually provide data to
show a comparison between the independent variables, which was the SW-PBIS identification,
and to determine if there are outliers for the dependent variables. As shown in Figures 1 and 2,
there were no extreme outliers indicated for Reading or Math.
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Figure 1
Box and whisker plots for Reading Scale Scores

Figure 2
Box and whisker plots for Math Scale Scores

After obtaining the visual model using the box and whiskers plot to test for outliers, the
Assumption of Normality used was the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test due to the sample being
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greater than 50 (Gall et al., 2007). The result of this test indicated the significance (p) of Reading
SS of SW-PBIS Implementation to be 0.024, which was less than the alpha level (α) of 0.05, to
conclude the data did not follow a normal distribution; therefore the researcher should reject the
null hypothesis. Probability-value is also referred to as the p-value (or level of significance). The
same conclusion could be addressed for Math SS of Non-SW-PBIS Implementation of 0.021,
with the alpha level of 0.05. However, when p of Reading SS for Non-SW-PBIS Implementation
and Math SS of SW-PBIS Implementation, with α = 0.05 show 0.200*, which indicated there
was a type-1 error (see Table 5). Brereton (2021) helped detail that this error occurs when a
sample creates a false-positive result based on the probability as to how often this is expected. A
type-1 error for this study demonstrated that the sample was close; however, did not quite
indicate that the null hypothesis was supported. This type-1 error must be tested through
Bonferroni Correction. Bonferroni Correction reduced the probability of receiving a type-1 error.
VanderWeele & Mathur (2019) explained Bonferroni Correction as dividing the significant level
by the number of tests that will be conducted. This allowed p to become lower and allow the
results to be more certain. These results (as shown in Table 6) indicated the Reading SS
significance is equal to .005, yet the Math SS significance (p) is <.001, which informed the
researcher to reject the null hypothesis.
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Table 5
Test of Normality
Kolmogorov-Sminova
Statistic
df
p

Sharpiro-Wilk
Statistic
df

SWPBIS
Identification
Reading
SWPBIS
.067
207
.024
.980
207
SS
Implementation
Non-SWPBIS
.052
190
.200*
.986
190
Implementation
Math
SWPBIS
0.52
207
.200*
.977
207
SS
Implementation
Non-SWPBIS
.071
190
.021
.981
190
Implementation
*This is a lower bound of the true significance. a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

p
.006
.048
.002
.013

Table 6
Bonferroni Correction

Reading
SS

Math SS

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Group
Total

SS

df

MS

F

p

2639.961

1

263.961

8.115

.005

128822.675

396

325.310

131462.636
6923.495

397
1

6923.495

19.522

<.001

140088.696

395

354.655

147012.191

396

The next assumption was the Assumption of Multivariate Normal Distribution in order to
determine if there is a linear relationship between Reading and Math scale scores. This was
shown by utilizing a Quantile-Quantile (Q-Q) scatterplot which represented a visual line based
upon the parameters of the distribution shown in Table 7. The next figures showed the Q-Q plots
for both Reading and Math scale scores. These visual representations helped to have a clearer
image of the correlation of how close scale scores were to a normal distribution design in the
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data. The line in the Reading SS Q-Q demonstrated that because the points are so close to the
line, it showed that uniform fits better (shown in Figure 3). The line in the Math SS Q-Q showed
that the points are closely uniformed, apart from the lower points that have a standard deviation
far from the normal (shown in Figure 5). This figure helped the researcher to determine the
points that are not normally distributed. This helped to understand that there are a few data points
that made the data look to be skewed left because there are more points away from the normal
distribution line. Figure 4 demonstrated the close relationship of the data points from the
standard deviation. There were only 3 data points that divulge away from the normal standard
deviation line by two or more in the Reading scale scores. However, there were10 points that
divulge away from normal standard deviation line by two or more in the Math scale scores. This
showed that there is a larger gap in the math scale scores between SW-PBIS students’ academic
scores and those who did not have PBIS. This demonstrated that students’ scale scores were
higher in SWPBIS math achievement than those students’ scale scores who did not have PBIS.
Table 7
Estimated Distribution Parameters

Normal Distribution

Location
Scale

Reading SS
364.39
18.197

Math SS
362.45
19.268
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Figure 3
Q-Q Plot for Reading Scale Scores

Figure 4
Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Reading Scale Scores
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Figure 5
Q-Q Plot of Math Scale Scores

Figure 6
Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Math Scale Scores
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The next assumption test was the Assumption of Homogeneity of Variance-Covariance
Matrices using Box’s M Test of Equality of Covariance, as shown in Table 8, which showed a
significance of 0.434. This is based on α =.001. This demonstrated that a large probability value
indicated the covariances are equal. With the p > 0.05, another test was conducted. Levene’s Test
for Homogeneity of Variance was conducted to compare the two groups and determine if equal
mean scores (see Table 9). This table demonstrated that the significance for both reading and
math are above α = .005 (Reading-0.108, Math-0.909), which showed that the assumption of
homogeneity of variance has been met and the null hypothesis should be accepted because the
variances are equal.
Table 8
Box’s M Test of Equality of Covariance
Box’s M
F
df1
df2
p

2.754
.913
3
36609801.340
.434

Note. Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of dependent variables are
equal across groups. Design: Intercept + PBIS_ID
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Table 9
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
Levene’s Statistic
Reading SS

Math SS

Based on M
Based on
Mdn
Based on
Mdn and with
adjusted df
Based on
trimmed M
Based on M
Based on
Mdn
Based on
Mdn and with
adjusted df
Based on
trimmed M

df1

df2

p

2.775
2.596

1
1

395
395

.097
.108

2.596

1

390.923

.108

2.772

1

395

.097

.024
.013

1
1

395
395

.877
.909

0.13

1

391.435

.909

0.20

1

395

.887

Note. Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across
groups.
Based upon Table 10, the Wilk’s Lambda results indicated the p <.001. These test results
were used to determine if there are any differences between groups. This table also showed the F
value, the error df and the p-value. Therefore, because the p-value is less than α= 0.05 the
researcher rejected the null hypothesis that there is no difference among third graders who
participated in PBIS and those who did not in reading and math achievement scores. The effect
size (see Table 11) used Eta-squared showed 0.020 and Epsilon-squared is 0.018 for Reading SS,
which indicates a small effect. As for the Math SS, the Eta-squared is 0.047 and the Epsilonsquared is 0.045, which indicates a medium effect. Overall, the results indicated the researcher
should reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, there is a difference among third-grade students who
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participated in PBIS and those that did not in reading and math achievement scores as measured
by the Mississippi Academic Assessment Program.

Table 10
Wilks’ Lambda Significance
Multivariance Tests
Effect
Intercept

PBIS_ID

Pillai’s
Trace
Wilks’
Lambda
Hotelling’s
Trace
Roy’s
Largest
Root
Pillai’s
Trace
Wilks’
Lambda
Hotelling’s
Trace
Roy’s
Largest
Root

Value

F

Error df

p

91988.739b

Hypothesis
df
2.000

.998

394.000

.000

.002

91988.739b

2.000

394.000

.000

466.948

91988.739b

2.000

394.000

.000

466.948

91988.739b

2.000

394.000

.000

.047

9.752b

2.000

394.000

<.001

.953

9.752b

2.000

394.000

<.001

.050

9.752b

2.000

394.000

<.001

.050

9.752b

2.000

394.000

<.001

Note. a. Design Intercept + PBIS_ID b. Exact statistic
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Table 11
ANOVA Effect Sizesa,b

Reading SS

Math SS

Eta-squared
Epsilonsquared
Omega-squared
Fixed-effect
Omega-squared
Random-effect
Eta-squared
Epsilonsquared
Omega-squared
Fixed-effect
Omega-squared
Random-effect

Point Estimate
.020
.018

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
.002
.055
-.001
.053

.018

-.001

.053

.018

-.001

.053

.047
.045

.015
.012

.094
.091

.045

.012

.091

.045

.012

.091

Note. a. Eta-squared and Epsilon-squared are estimated based on the fixed-effect model.
b.

Negative but less biased estimates are retained, not rounded to zero.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
Chapter Five encompasses the discussion of this study, including the purpose and a brief
overview. The discussion section explains the determination of the hypothesis provided are
supported by the evidence provided. There is an implication section which helps show how
significant this study was and discuss any methods for improvements. The limitations, or
weaknesses, of the study are discussed, and finally any additional recommendations for further
research studies.
Discussion
The purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative research design study was to
determine if there are differences between state assessment scores in reading and math of thirdgrade students who participate in a Schoolwide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports
(SW-PBIS) framework and those scores of students that do not participate in a SW-PBIS from
the school term 2018-19.
This study examined one independent variable, the SW-PBIS implementation of schools
and those who did not. This was done in both the areas of student achievement in reading and
math. There were five schools, with a total of 397 third-grade students scale scores who were
sorted based upon the type of school they attended. The amount of students’ scale scores was
207 for SW-PBIS implementation and 190 for those without. The target for this particular study
was third grade because of the significance of the promotion of these students to demonstrate
proficiency.
Earlier studies researched were more focused on behavioral changes. This included office
referrals or disciplinary repercussions. The focus was on how the number of suspensions were
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changed, not on the academic achievement from state assessment, as this particular study has
does. One particular study (Kittleman et al., 2019) wanted to ensure to actually know if PBIS
works, there has to multiple schools in the study, which this study did. There was a total of five
schools utilized, three SW-PBIS schools and two that were not. There could have been over sixty
schools to choose from and the number of participants would have been in the ten-thousands,
easily. Also, this study focused on Tier I (which is majority of the school’s population) from a
school-wide approach rather than that of Tier II students, which require supplemental support, or
Tier III for intensive support.
Noltemeyer et al. (2018) discussed how PBIS can be linked to better academic
achievement of students. In this study this held true, specifically in the content area of reading.
The difference between students’ scale scores that participated in SW-PBIS and those who did
not is greater. Noltemeyer et al. (2018) further discussed how the Tiered-Fidelity Inventory (TFI)
helped determine the effectiveness of the framework. For this study, a TFI was utilized in
determining if the schools scores were high enough to enable them to be labeled as a Model
School Site for the state. This information was provided to ensure that the schools selected were
definitely in compliance with consistency use of fully implementing PBIS for three or more
years consecutively. James et al. (2019) study talked about how the TFI shows the largest
relationship between SW-PBIS and student achievement.
Reno et al. (2017) study focused on the area of reading and math; however, they were
utilizing data from a group of Tier II students’ universal screening data from beginning of the
year to end of the year, not state assessment data on skills specifically taught at that particular
grade level. This study did not use universal screeners to determine growth, but the overall state
assessment scale scores of students in reading and math were utilized.
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Bradshaw et al. (2021) showed a significant relationship in reading and math proficiency
due to the implementation of PBIS, including having few suspensions. This particular study
would be a great correlation to the study conducted, however, it was only shown at one
elementary school, not with multiple schools as done with this study.
There was a level of significance (p-value) of exactly 0.05 in the beginning of the
MANOVA, this demonstrated that the null would be rejected. However, due to a Type-1 error
which occurred, another test (Bonferroni Correction) determined that the significance would
further result in a rejection of the null hypothesis. The results from this test showed that there
were levels of significance as reading was .005 and math was <.001. With these results, it
allowed the researcher to reject the null hypothesis. However, if one were to look at the
difference in the mean of the scale scores for both SW-PBIS and those who did not, the schools
with SW-PBIS mean was higher in both reading and math. The mean difference between the
Reading scale scores for both types of schools is SW-PBIS higher by 5.16. The mean difference
between the Math scale scores for both types of schools, the SW-PBIS is higher by 8.36.
This study could be significant to those schools who would like to implement a
framework that would be designed to help lower discipline concerns and increase academic
achievement for their students. This information would be beneficial to help in providing an
indication that creating a school-wide expectation system could have a positive effect on state
assessments and help in schools becoming a safer environment for those entering the building on
a daily basis.
Implications
This study was done to show how imperative it is to have a framework or program in
place to help in the academic success of students. This study can be utilized to demonstrate that
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there is quite a significance in the area of reading when students are in a structured, uniformed
learning environment. With many of the students not being in the building of the educational
institutions due to COVID-19, the implementation of SW-PBIS framework would demonstrate
cohesiveness, consistency, and comprehension. This would be imperative for students who have
not been able to have a foundation for the expectations of the learning environment as schools
began to try to get as “normal” as possible. It would help new administrators to build a united
system where all stakeholders are involved in the success of students’ learning.
The data results convey there was statically not a significant amount of differences
between schools who participate in PBIS and those that do not. One cause may be due to the
focus being heavily weighted upon the passing of the Reading assessment to demonstrate
mastery for promotion to the next grade level. Based upon many articles provided by the state to
demonstrate the overall effectiveness of the Literacy-Based Promotion Act (LBPA), the
demonstration of proficiency relies directly on the results of the Reading assessment. One article
(“Mississippi’s Literacy-Based Promotion Act: An Inside Look,” 2019, para. 1) states that if
students are unable to read by the end of their third-grade year, they are more likely at risk of
failing another grade level due to their reading deficiency. Despite the fact that there was no
statistical difference in this particular study, another researcher could focus on reading or math,
separately to determine if there is a more closely aligned significant difference between students’
scores in PBIS and those who did not. This would help in determining the overall effectiveness
of SW-PBIS and their students’ scale score.
The results from the reading scale scores demonstrated that there is a difference between
schools whose students participate in SW-PBIS and those who do not. This result demonstrated
the need and the necessity to implement SW-PBIS program in place with fidelity to ensure that
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students are successful throughout their educational endeavors. The results from this information
will inform those schools/districts that the mean score of students in schools with SW-PBIS is
higher for both Reading and Math scale scores on the state’s assessment. The mean of both the
reading and math scale scores were higher in SW-PBIS schools than those that did not
participate in the program. The average mean was 366.85 for SW-PBIS reading scale scores and
Non-SW-PBIS schools’ scale score mean average was 361.69, a 5.16 difference. The average
mean score was 366.45 for SW-PBIS math scale scores, whereas Non-SW-PBIS schools’ math
scale score was 358.09, an 8.36 difference between the two. This is significant to all those that
stakeholders who want to ensure that their students are successful throughout their educational
years, not just on the elementary level.
Limitations
During the research process, one limitation was gaining access to state assessment data
during the end of the school year. There is a total of 49 schools that the state labeled as Model
Sites for PBIS. Due to many of the districts having deadlines (which are unbeknownst to the
researcher) prior to the spring months in order to obtain permission for student data, the number
of school districts were minimal. Each school and school district have various methods for
obtaining data; therefore, it is critical to the researcher to ensure that timelines are met within the
proper time frame. Gaining the access to more student data, would allow for a more reliable
study.
Another limitation would be the school year utilized in this particular study. This school
year was used because it was the last school term where student assessment was obtained, prior
to many states not obtaining student state assessments results to due to COVID-19 for both the
2019-2020 and 2020-2021 school terms (for the state of Mississippi). In 2019-2020, students did
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not test at all. In 2020-2021, many districts had the option to test students. Many of the school
districts that chose to take the state assessment, results were still not utilized to determine
accountability for the school, district, or state. Current data for the 2021-2022 school term will
not be available until after the summer of 2022 for school districts. Those results still would not
be available to the public until October 2022 or later.
Recommendations for Future Research
Recommendations for this particular study will be based on the notion that no previous
study has correlated PBIS directly to student achievement scores. Based upon the results of this
study, the following recommendations are suggested:
1) The researcher should expand the focus to the entire state instead of a particular
region in the state to be able to make an overall generalization for this particular
population.
2) Replicate the study for over a school-year time span, post COVID-19.
3) Further investigate additional grade levels to determine the correlation of reading and
math scale scores of SWPBIS and those who do not utilize the framework.
4) Conduct research to determine the difference in reading versus math, rather than
utilizing both to make determination.
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February 28, 2022
Mississippi Department of Education
To Whom It May Concern:
As a graduate student in the School of Education at Liberty University, I am conducting
research as part of the requirements for a doctorate degree. The title of my research project is
SCHOOL-WIDE POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTIONS AND SUPPORT (PBIS)
AND THE EFFECTS ON THE ACADEMIC SUCCESS OF STUDENTS and the purpose of my
research is The purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative research design study is to
determine if there are differences between state assessment scores in reading and math of thirdgrade students who participate in a Schoolwide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports
(SWPBIS) framework and those scores of students that do not participate in a SWPBIS from the
school term 2018-19.
I am writing to request your permission to access and utilize student/staff test data/records. No
identifiable information will be used in this study.
The data will be used to help make determination if there is a difference between third-grade
students who participate in SWPBIS and those that do not, during the 2018-2019 school term.
Thank you for considering my request. If you choose to grant permission, please provide a
signed statement on official letterhead indicating your approval or respond by email. A
permission letter document is attached for your convenience.
Sincerely,
Denise Taylor Sims
Liberty University Doctorate Candidate
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